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TOWN OF MILTON 
HOUSING PRODUCTION PLAN 

 
 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

A. Introduction 
Milton is among the most desirable places in the state to live, work, and raise children.  Milton is in fact 
a town of neighborhoods, including many small sub-neighborhoods in addition to the more readily 
identifiable areas of Columbine, Hillside Street, or Milton Hill.  Most of these neighborhoods include 
housing that was built in the 1920s and 1930s where single-family homes predominate with pockets of 
two-family dwellings on tree-lined streets with sidewalks.  Some areas, such as Hillside Street and Milton 
Hill, have historic homes with Victorians and New England Colonials.  The Town feels established and is 
family-oriented.   
 
These appealing community characteristics have resulted in high property values which have remained 
high despite the financial crisis of more than a decade ago. As a result, many residents, particularly 
those with lower incomes, are hard-pressed to find housing that is affordable or remain in their homes. 
Children who grew up in town are now facing the likelihood that they may not be able to return to raise 
their own families locally.  Long-term residents, especially the elderly, are becoming less able to 
maintain their homes but unable to secure alternative housing that responds to their current lifestyles 
and resources.  Families are unable to find affordable starter housing unless it is subsidized and 
municipal employees as well as other local workers continue to find it challenging to live in the 
community given such high housing costs.  More housing options are required to meet the needs of 
these diverse populations.  
 
.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ 
on affordable housing in Milton, the Town has 479 units that are included on the Subsidized Housing 
Inventory (SHI) per Chapter 40B comprehensive permit requirements, representing 4.97% of the year-
round housing stock, up from 426 units and 4.42% in 2013.  However, at least 964 of the existing units 
ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜέ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ мл҈ ǎǘŀƴŘard under Chapter 40B,1 representing a current gap of 
485 affordable housing units.2  Because the 10% state affordability threshold is recomputed every 
decade as new decennial census figures are released, it is a moving target and it is likely to fall closer to 
about 4.8% when the 2020 census results are issued based on projected building activity.  
 
Reaching the 10% affordability goal will be a significant challenge in Milton.  First, because the Town is 
an older established suburb of Boston, it is largely built-up with limited land available for new 
development.  Second, local zoning provides obstacles to affordable housing development, and current 

                                                 
1 Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969 established the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law (Massachusetts 
General Laws Chapter 40B) to facilitate the development of affordable housing for low- and moderate-income 
households (defined as any housing subsidized by the federal or state government under any program to assist in 
the construction of low- or moderate-income housing for those earning less than 80% of median income) by 
permitting the override of local zoning and other local restrictions in communities where less than 10% of the year-
round housing is low- and moderate-income housing.   
2 It should be noted that under Chapter 40B requirements, all units are counted in the SHI for rental projects while 
only the required 25% affordable units in ownership developments are eligible for inclusion in the SHI. 
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ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻǾŜǊǊƛŘŘŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 
permits.  Third, the Town needs to build its capacity to create new units by aggressively reaching out for 
necessary technical and financial resources as well as political support to get the job done. Because 
Milton does not have Community Preservation Act (CPA) funding, it lacks an important financial 
resource to invest in local improvements, including affordable housing, and leverage other public and 
private financing to make development feasible.3 Despite these obstacles, the community must continue 
to strategically plan for more affordable and accessible residential development in appropriate locations 
to meet the range of local needs in response to current and projected demographic and economic 
conditions and more limited development opportunities.  
 
This Housing Plan provides an opportunity to obtain information on current demographic, economic and 
housing characteristics and trends in order to identify priority housing needs and articulate strategies to 
address these needs. Through a range of strategies including zoning changes, partnerships with 
developers and service providers, and subsidies; the Town can continue to play a meaningful role in 
promoting housing options that match people to appropriately located, priced and sized units ς 
producing housing that reŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ.   
 

B. Summary of the Housing Needs Assessment 
The Housing Needs Assessment, which is the first major component of the Housing Production Plan, 
presents an overview of the existing and projected housing dynamic that provides the context within 
which a responsive set of affordable housing and smart growth initiatives can be developed.   
 
Demographic Trends  
Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǎƭƻǿƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƛncrease, 
particularly among older residents, driven by the Baby Boom generation.  Moreover, Milton continues to 
be a community of families and has experienced small increases in children which are reflected in higher 
school enrollments and capacity issues. 
 
Population Growth 

¶ Limited population growth with a population of 27,003 in 2010, comparable to 27,190 in 1970 
and up to 27,527 according to 2017 census estimates.  

¶ Population projections indicate continuing growth 
through 2030 to at least 27,792 according to the 
aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ !ǊŜŀ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ όa!t/ύ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ 
Quƻέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ōƛǊǘƘǎΣ ŘŜŀǘƘǎΣ 
migration and housing occupancy.   

¶ Milton has been experiencing small increases in 
children, large increases in middle-age residents with 
accompanying declines in younger adults and only 
marginal changes in the population of seniors.    

¶ The aging of the population, particularly those age 45 
to 64 and part of the Baby Boom generation, is 
reflected in increases in the median age from 39.3 
years in 2000 to 43.1 years in 2010.   

                                                 
3 On the other hand, the Town will likely be able to access some of the $5 million in sales proceeds from the Town 
Farm that can help finance affordable housing on the property and leverage important resources.  

Those 65 years of age or older 
are estimated to increase from 
15.4% of all residents in 2010 
to a range of 25% to 26% by 
2030, representing a gain of 
between about 3,000 and 
4,000 residents. This is very 
high in comparison to total 
projected population growth 
of about 3% to 6%.  The Town 
will have to be alert to 
additional opportunities for 
downsizing. 
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¶ Population projections predict decreases in those 34 years of age and younger.  While 
projections suggest modest increases in the 35 to 44 age range, significant declines are 
predicted for the middle-aged population ages 45 to 64.  
 

Race 

¶ The number and percentage of minority residents have increased substantially from 6.2% in 
1990 to about 26% by 2017 and is now proportionately higher than county and state levels of 
20.6% and 21.1%, respectively.  This is likely a signal that more and more people consider Milton 
a welcoming community. 
 

Households 

¶ Milton has more families, involving about three-quarters of all households compared to 66% and 
64% for the county and state, respectively. 

¶ Milton has fewer residents who live alone at 23% of all households in 2010 and down somewhat 
to about 19% in 2017.  This is lower than county and state levels of 27% of 28%, respectively.   

¶ Of the estimated 1,715 single-person households in 2017, 1,238 or 72% were 65 years of age or 
older.   

¶ MAPC projections suggest possible growth in the number of households, from 9,274 in 2010 to 
at least 10,565 through 2030, which would necessarily be dependent on more housing 
production.  

 
Economic Trends 
On the whole, Milton residents are becoming more affluent although there are growing income 
disparities related to tenure, age and type of householder.  It is not surprising that families with middle-
aged heads of households have significantly higher incomes than single individuals, particularly older 
residents on fixed incomes.  While tƘŜǎŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
prices, others are struggling to remain in the community.  It will be important for the Town to promote 
more social and economic diversity to avoid becoming a place where only the rich or those living in 
subsidized housing can afford to live. 
 
Income 

¶ Median household income increased by approximately $25,000 each decade from $24,777 in 
1979 to $126,000 according to 2017 census estimates.  Moreover, while only 383 households 
earned more than $75,000 in 1979, 3,073 
earned more than double that at $150,000 by 
2011, increasing to 3,847 by 2017. 

¶ The median household income of $126,000 
was considerably higher than the median of 
$95,668 for Norfolk County and $74,167 for 
the state. 

¶ The 60% increase in median income between 
1999 and 2017 was considerably higher than 
the rate of inflation during that period of 47%. 

¶ Poverty has also increased since 1999, 
representing 1,129 residents or 4% of all 
individuals and 208 or 3% of all families; 
increasing from 2.7% and 1.6%, respectively in 

While income levels for most Milton 
residents have increased substantially, 
there remains a significant population 
with very limited financial means. For 
example, about 15% of all households 
had incomes of less than $35,000 while 
43% were earning more than $150,000.  

This level of affluence is substantially 
higher than county and state levels with 
28% and 20% having incomes of 
$150,000 or more, respectively. 
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1999. While poverty levels are lower than the county and state at 6.5% and 11.1% of all 
individuals, respectively, this increase is worrisome given the general affluence of the 
community. Of particular concern is the growing poverty among those 65 years and over, 
increasing from 4.3% to 9.2% between 1999 and 2017. 
 

Income Disparities 

¶ There were significant disparities between the median incomes of owners and renters, at 
$144,363 and $51,161, respectively.  Other disparities involved age with median household 
incomes of those 25 to 44 years of age of $152,917 and $159,464 for those ages 45 to 64.  On 
the other hand, the median income of households with seniors age 65 and over was $53,109, 
less than half the median income for the community of $126,000. 

¶ Employment data indicates that the average weekly wage of those with jobs in the community 
was $1,063 which translates into an annual income of about $55,500 which is less than half of 
aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ income.  This indicates that it is likely that many of those who work 
in Milton cannot afford to live in the community, particularly given a median single-family home 
price of $700,000 and rents well above $2,000.   
 

Housing Trends 
Limited housing production and high demand, reflected in zero percent vacancy rates, have been driving 
up the costs of housing leading to wider affordability gaps for both homeownership and rentals as well 
as increasing cost burdens. 
 
Housing Growth 

¶ Higher recent past and future housing growth than total population growth with a projected 
number of units reaching more than 11,000 by 2030 compared to 9,700 in 2010 given 
conservative MAPC projections. Without substantial changes in zoning and greater incentives 
and resources for new housing development, it is difficult to imagine this level of growth.  For 
example, between 2010 and August 2019, only 164 net new units were added to the housing 
stock. 

¶ !ƭƳƻǎǘ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǇǊŜŘŀǘŜǎ ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ŀǊ LL ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ тм ȅears.  It is 
likely that many of these units have deferred maintenance needs including some with lead-
based paint that is hazardous to young children. 

 
Housing Occupancy 

¶ Milton has limited housing diversity as about three-quarters of units are in single-family 
detached homes.  Nevertheless, there has been a considerable increase in units in larger multi-
family structures of ten units or more, from 304 units in 1990 to 870 in 2017. 

¶ Milton has a high level of owner-occupancy at about 82% compared to 69% and 62% for the 
county and state, respectively.  

¶ The conversion of two-ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴŘƻƳƛƴƛǳƳǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ŜǊƻŘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ 
more affordable private housing stock. 

¶ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ housing units are getting somewhat larger, from a median of 6.9 rooms in 2011 to 7.1 
by 2017.  This is likely reflective of some teardown activity with larger more expensive homes 
replacing more modest and affordable ones.  Demo/replacement activity is still limited to less 
than 10% of new residential construction permits. 

¶ Housing vacancy rates are about zero for both ownership and rentals indicating extremely tight 
market conditions and driving up housing prices.  
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Housing Costs and Affordability Gaps 

¶ High and rising housing prices are creating wider affordability gaps.  For example, to afford the 
median sales price of a single-family home of $700,000 as of May 2019, a household would have 
to earn approximately $158,250,4 much higher than the required income of $96,250 in 2013 
based on a median of $460,000. This assumes that the purchaser has cash on hand of about 
$150,000 to afford the upfront costs of the down payment and closing costs based on typical 
mortgage lending practices of 80% financing. 

¶ There was an affordability gap of $142,600, the difference between what the median income 
earning household can afford ($557,400) and the median single-family house price ($700,000).    

¶ A gap of $387,000 emerges when the affordability analysis focuses on those low- and moderate-
income households earning at the 80% of area median income (AMI) limit, or $80,300 for a 
family of three based on HUD 2019 income limits.5 These households are unable to afford a 
house costing more than $313,000 assuming they can qualify for subsidized mortgages like the 
ONE Mortgage Program or a MassHousing mortgage without private mortgage insurance and 
95% financing.   

¶ The gap increases to almost $700,000 for a single-person household earning at the 80% AMI 
limit of $62,450 who could likely afford a home for no more than about $243,500. 

¶ In regard to rentals, the median gross median rent of $1,520, according to the 2017 census 
estimates, requires an income of about $68,800,6 ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ I¦5Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ŦƻǊ 
three-person households earning at 80% AMI ($80,300) but substantially more than the median 
income for renter households of $51,161. About 28% of Milton households would still be unable 
to afford to rent at this level, assuming they were spending no more than 30% of their income 
on housing costs.   

¶ Local listings indicate that market rents are actually considerably higher, ranging from $2,151 for 
a basic two-bedroom apartment to $7,500 for a high-end rental of a single-family house. 
Internet sources indicate a median rent of $2,875 which would require an income of 
approximately $123,000, not much leǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ϷмнсΣллл ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ   

¶ Focusing on low- and moderate-income earning households with a median income of $80,300 
for a household of three, the rental affordability gap would be $675 based on the difference 
between what they could afford of approximately $2,200 and the Internet listed median of 
$2,875. The gap increases to $1,115 for a single-person household earning at the 80% AMI limit 
of $62,450 who could afford a rent of about $1,760.7 

¶ It should also be noted that rentals involve considerable up-front cash requirements including 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǎǘ ƳƻƴǘƘΩǎ ǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ϷнΣутр ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ 
would amount to $8,625, a considerable amount for those with limited incomes and savings. 
Moreover, landlords are increasingly obtaining credit records and references for tenants, which 
also can pose barriers to securing housing. 

 
 

                                                 
4 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%, 30-year term, annual property tax rate of $13.18 per thousand, 
and insurance costs of $6 per thousand for single-family homes. Given 80% financing, private mortgage insurance 
(PMI) was not included in calculations. Figures also assume that a household will pay no more than 30% of its income 
on housing costs. 
5 The average household size was 2.86 persons based on 2017 census estimates.  
6 Assumes monthly utility charges of $200.00. 
7 Rental calculations include a household not spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs, 
including monthly utility bills averaging $200.00.  
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Cost Burdens 

¶ Cost burdens, defined as spending more than 30% of 
income on housing costs, are also high and largely 
increasing for lower income households.  

¶ Altogether 2,743 households or 30% of all Milton 
households were living in housing that is by common 
definition beyond their means and unaffordable.  This 
includes 14% with severe cost burdens as they were 
spending more than half of their income on housing 
costs. 

¶ There were 2,720 total households earning at or below 
80% AMI, who might be eligible for housing assistance 
based on income alone, higher than 2,365 such 

households in 2009.   

¶ Of the 6,354 households earning more than 80% AMI, 815 or 13% were spending too much on 
their housing, down from 6,720 and 20% in 2009.   

 
The convergence of these trends ς an aging population, fewer young adults, limited new housing 
production, very high and rising housing prices, extremely low vacancy rates, widening affordability 
gaps, increasing cost burdens, and large up-front cash requirements for homeownership and rentals ς all 
point to greater housing challenges for the Milton community.   
 

C. Summary of Priority Housing Needs 
Based on the indicators of need that are documented throughout the Housing Needs Assessment, it is 
clear that even if the Town reached the 10% state affordability threshold there would still be many 
residents with unmet housing needs.  These needs are not restricted to a particular target population 
ŀƴŘ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ-income residents who struggle to 
remain in the community.  While focusing on those earning at or below 80% AMI, the Housing Needs 
Assessment suggests that some attention should also be given to those earning above this level who are 
ǎǘƛƭƭ ǇǊƛŎŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ-priced housing market.  Of particular need, however, are those 
spending more than half of their income on housing costs including seniors and those with disabilities on 
fixed incomes as well as young families who need starter housing.   
 
This Housing Needs Assessment suggests that the Town focus on the production of affordable housing 
with a split favoring rental over homeownership units. Currently almost all state and federal subsidy 
funding is for rental unit development, and there are extensive wait times for subsidized rentals as well 
as high cost burdens for existing renters.  Moreover, all units in a Chapter 40B rental development can 
be included in the Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) as opposed to only the affordable ones in an 
ownership project.  Another issue is that it is difficult to qualify homeowners for affordable housing 
assistance, particularly long-term owners, as there are limits on financial assets. 
 
Priority Housing Needs Require a Greater Diversity of the Housing Stock 
A combination of information on demographic shifts, cost burdens, affordability gaps, and the 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ affordable housing mix suggest the following priority housing needs: 
 
 
 

Of the households earning at 
or below 80% AMI, 1,928 or 
71% were spending more than 
30% of their income on 
housing and of these 1,185 or 
44% were spending more than 
half of their income on 
housing, compared to 68% and 
45% with cost burdens and 
severe cost burdens in 2009, 
respectively. 
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Housing Production 

¶ Goal of 250 affordable units over the next five years reflecting about 10% to the total estimated 
unmet housing need and annual housing production goals. 

¶ Rental development goal of 85% of all new units created. 

¶ About half of rental units produced directed to seniors or single individuals (many with special 
needs) through one-bedroom units, 40% for small families with two bedrooms, and 10% of units 
for larger families with at least three bedrooms (required by state for units that are not age-
restricted or for single person occupancy.) 

¶ About 25% of ownership units targeted to seniors or single individuals through one-bedroom 
units, 25% for small families with two bedrooms, and 50% for larger families with three plus 
bedrooms. 

¶ 20% of one-bedroom units with handicapped accessibility and/or supportive services and at 10% 
for other units created. 

 
Housing Preservation and Stabilization 
While new housing production is the top priority, housing preservation and stabilization strategies are 
also key to this Housing Production Plan to support health and safety improvements and help keep 
residents in their homes through emergency assistance.  While these investments most likely cannot be 
counted as part of the SHI or towards annual production goals because they do not meet state 
requirements, they still serve pressing local housing needs. 
 

D. Summary of Housing Production Goals 
The state administers the Housing Production Program that enables cities and towns to adopt an 
affordable housing plan that demonstrates the production of 0.50% over one year or 1.0% over two-
years of its year-round housing stock eligible for inclusion in the Subsidized Housing Inventory.8  Milton 
would have to produce at least 48 affordable units annually, a formidable challenge, and housing growth 
will continue to drive-up the 10% goal. The annual housing production goal will increase when the 2020 
census is released, but likely to no more than 50 units. If the state certifies that the locality has complied 
with its annual production goals, the Town may be able, through its Zoning Board of Appeals, to deny or 
conditionally approve comprehensive permit applications for one (with 48 units produced) or two years 
(with 96 units produced).  See Section V for details. 
 
¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴ LƴǘŜǊŀƎŜƴŎȅ !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ 
guidance to localities concerning housing opportunities for families with children and are now requiring 
that at least 10% of the units in affordable production developments that are funded, assisted or 
approved by a state housing agency have three or more bedrooms with some exceptions (e.g., age-
ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΣ {whΩǎΦ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 
 

E. Summary of Housing Strategies 
The strategies listed in Table I-1 are based on previous plans, reports, studies, the Housing Needs 
Assessment, housing goals, and the experience of Milton to date and other comparable localities in the 
region and throughout the Commonwealth.  The strategies are grouped according to the type of action 
proposed ς Zoning, Building Local Capacity, Housing Production, and Housing Preservation ς and 
categorized by Two-Year and Five-Year Action Plans.  Two-Year actions are those that can begin within 

                                                 
8 The state has issued changes to Chapter 40B that included modifications to the Planned Production requirements.  For 
example, the annual production goals are instead based on one-half of one percent of total housing units and plans are now 
referred to as Housing Production Plans (HPP). 
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the next two years, most of which will involve some immediate actions.  Those strategies included in the 
Five-Year Action Plan involve focused attention after the next couple of years, working towards 
implementation after Year 2 but before Year 5.    
 
In addition to the specific housing goals that are included in this Housing Plan (see Section II.A), housing 
strategies are also based on several guiding principles in selecting project sites, determining types of 
development, and identifying priorities.  Whenever possible, the Town of Milton will pursue 
development projects based on the following development objectives: 

 
Support Smart Growth Principles 

¶ Look to areas of town that can accommodate higher housing densities and mixed-uses such as 
business areas, transit stations and other areas with concentrations of nonresidential uses. 

¶ Avoid targeting development projects in areas that are ecologically sensitive and will degrade 
nearby conservation land; however, look to opportunities to combine open space preservation 
and housing development through cluster development. 

¶ Pursue affordable housing opportunities that will minimize neighborhood impacts such as 
accessory apartments, small infill projects, adaptive reuse or buy-down/conversion initiatives. 

¶ Preserve existing historic resources and integrate them with affordable housing. 
 
Promote Affordability 

¶ Leverage public and private resources to the greatest extent possible. 

¶ Target development projects to Town-owned properties where feasible to take advantage of 
parcels that will have discounted or nominal acquisition costs to make affordable housing more 
financially feasible. 

¶ Look for opportunities to obtain privately-owned land or other resources for free or at below 
market values as tax-deductible gifts. 

 
Distribute and Diversify New Production 

¶ Spread the impacts of new housing development geographically throughout town to avoid 
substantial impacts in any one residential neighborhood.  

¶ Develop a number of project alternatives in recognition of a range of housing needs in town 
including rental and homeownership options as well as housing for seniors, families, and those 
with special needs. Allow more types of housing in more areas of town. 

¶ Encourage mixed-income development to minimize stigmas associated with concentrations of 
low-income units and address a wider range of housing needs. 

 
The Town has actually effectively achieved a number of these objectives through relatively recent 
initiatives including: 
 

¶ Milton Hill House 
The Town received a $1 million grant from the sǘŀǘŜΩǎ aŀǎǎ²ƻǊƪǎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘǿƻ 
business districts ς Milton Village and the Central Avenue Business District ς and pursue transit-
oriented development as both districts are adjacent to MBTA train stations. The Milton Hill 
House at 50 Eliot Street was subsequently built that included 27 total units three of which are 
affordable. Waits for these affordable units can be as long as nine years, demonstrating the 
need and demand for such units. 
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¶ The Residence at Brook Hill/36 Central Avenue 
The Town also approved a project at 36 Central Avenue in the business district through its 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) bylaw that included 18 residential units, two (2) of which are 
affordable, as well as three (3) commercial units.  The market rate units were priced between 
$399,000 and $589,000 and the affordable units sold for $157,000.  
 

¶ Zoning 
New zoning was also adopted to guide the development of several projects.  For example, 36 
housing units were built as part of the Woodmere at Brush Hill development, including four 
affordable units.  This project was permitted through the Planned Unit Townhouse Development 
bylaw.  Additionally, the Wolcott Woods development ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ рп ǳƴƛǘǎ ƻŦ άƻǾŜǊ ррέ ŀƎŜ-
restricted housing and six affordable units of non-age restricted units off-site.  This project was 
permitted through the Great Estate Planned Unit Development bylaw.  
 

¶ Work, Inc. Special Needs Housing 
Work, Inc. built special needs housing for five (5) disabled young adults in a state-of-the-art 
special facility that the Town committed a significant amount of HOME Program funding. 
 

¶ 475 Adams Street 
While not including affordable units, the single-family house at 475 Adams Street in East Milton 
was demolished to make way for a mixed-use property that will include two units of rental 
housing, thus diversifying the housing stock.  
 

¶ Other Initiatives  
In addition to the above projects, the Town has implemented a number of other strategies that 
were included in the 2006 Housing Plan including obtaining approval for a Municipal Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund and joining the South Shore HOME Consortium to secure another important 
resource for creating affordable housing. 

 
Based on prior planning efforts, housing goals and objectives, the Housing Needs Assessment, interviews 
with local housing stakeholders, a Community Housing Forum, past affordable housing efforts and those 
of comparable communities; the following strategies are recommended as part of this Housing 
Production Plan. It is important to note that these strategies are presented as a package for the Town to 
consider, prioritize, and process, each through the appropriate regulatory channels.   
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Table I-1: Summary of Housing Strategies  

 
Strategies 

Timeframe for Implementation Lead 
Entities Priority 1: 

Years 1-2  
Priority 2:  
Years 3-5 

A.  Zoning Strategies *     

1.  Adopt additional zoning for mixed-
use development 

X  Planning Board 

2.  Explore inclusionary zoning X  Planning Board 

3.  Streamline permit approval 
process/Affordable Housing 
Guidelines 

  
X 

 
Planning Board 

 

4.  Amend accessory apartment 
Bylaw 

 
X 

 
 

 
Planning Board 

5.  Amend the condo conversion 
bylaw 

 
X 

 
 

 
Planning Board 

B.  Capacity-Building Strategies *     

1.  Conduct outreach and education X  Housing Trust 

2.  Capitalize the Housing Trust Fund  X  Select Board  

C.  Housing Production Strategies    

1.  Make publicly-owned property 
available for affordable housing 

 
X 

 
 

Select Board  

2.  Continue to pursue mixed-use and 
transit-oriented development 

 
X 

 Planning Board 

3. Continue to promote adaptive 
reuse 

X  Planning Board 

4.  Support scattered-site infill 
housing 

 
 

 
X 

Planning Board 

D.  Housing Preservation Strategies *     

1.  Introduce a Small Repair Grant 
Program 

X  Housing Trust 

2.  Help residents access housing 
assistance 

 
X 

  
Housing Trust 

3.  Maintain affordability of SHI  X Select Board  

* Indicates actions that are unlikely to directly produce new affordable units by themselves but are key to 
creating the regulations and capacity that will contribute to actual unit creation. 
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II. INTRODUCTION 
 
This Housing Production Plan provides an opportunity to analyze updated demographic, economic and 
housing information to obtain a better understanding of the current housing market dynamic and local 
needs.  It also enables the Town to revisit what has been accomplished since its previous housing 
planning efforts that included a Community Development Plan prepared by the Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council (MAPC) in tandem with the Milton Planning Board in 2004 with funding from Executive 
Order 418, an Affordable Housing Plan completed in 2006, as well as a Housing Production Plan in 2014.  
The Town also completed a Master Plan in 2015 which included diversifying the housing stock as a top 
priority.  This current planning effort enables the Town to further define its housing agenda based on 
current conditions, resources and evolving community needs. 
 

A. Housing Objectives and Goals 
The 2006 Affordable Housing Plan and 2014 Housing Production Plan established and maintained the 
following housing objectives that represented the building blocks on which specific housing strategies 
were recommended.  These still resonate today. 
 

¶ Meet local housing needs along the full range of incomes, promoting social and economic 
diversity and the stability of individuals and families living in Milton.   Diversity in a community 
has been found to contribute to local health and vitality.  Certainly, the preservation and 
production of affordable housing is a proven method for promoting diversity, allowing those 
individuals and families with more limited means to afford to live in town.  Solutions need to be 
found to enable children who grew up in town to return to raise their own families here, to offer 
Town employees the opportunity to live in the community in which they work, to provide 
housing alternatives to elderly residents who have invested much of their lives in the 
community but now require alternatives to their large single-family homes, and to offer starter 
housing for families.   

 

¶ Leverage other public and private resources to the greatest extent possible.  Because Milton is a 
small town that does not receive federal funding for affordable housing on an entitlement basis9 
and because it does not have large pockets of poverty that make it a target for state or federal 
funding, the Town needs to be creative in how it can leverage both public and private resources 
to make affordable housing development possible.  State agencies recognize the importance of 
suburban localities doing their fair share in housing lower income households and want to be 
supportive of affordable housing initiatives. Nevertheless, the Town needs to be strategic in how 
it invests its limited resources towards the production of new housing opportunities. 

 

¶ Ensure that new housing creation is harmonious with the existing community.  New affordable 
housing development should be an amenity that blends well within the architectural context of 
Milton. The town is comprised of many neighborhoods, many of which provide an established 
and family-oriented feel due to the Victorian and Colonial-style homes and tree-lined streets. 
Therefore, developments should incorporate a number of characteristics ς cover a wide range of 
income needs, include low to medium densities, eliminate huge impacts in any one 
neighborhood, ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ άǎƳŀǊǘέ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ be well designed to make 

                                                 
9 Cities with populations of more than 50,000 receive federal funds, such as the Community Development Block 
Grant and HOME Program funding, directly from the federal government on a formula basis and are referred to as 
entitlement communities.  
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maximum use of any natural attributes of development sites, and comply with the architectural 
character of the community. 

 

¶ Strive to meet the 10% state standard for affordable housing.  There is currently a 485-unit gap 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ όмл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ-round housing stock that has 
been subsidized by the federal or state government to benefit those earning at or below 80% of 
area median income) and the current 479 affordable units that are ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ {ǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ 
Housing Inventory (SHI). 

 

¶ Provide a wide range of housing alternatives to meet diverse housing needs.  This Housing 
Production Plan, through its Housing Needs Assessment, identifies a wide range of housing 
needs based on limited opportunities for first-time homeownership, special needs housing, 
rental units for families, and more options for households interested in downsizing and 
remaining in the community.  To accommodate this range of needs, the Town should stimulate 
the production of a variety of housing types, focusing on those who are priced out of the private 
housing market.    
 

¶ Promote smart growth development.  Smart growth development is a response to the problems 
associated with unplanned, unlimited suburban development ς or sprawl.  Smart growth 
principles call for more efficient land use, compact development patterns, less dependence on 
the automobile, a range of diverse housing opportunities and choices, equitable allocation of 
the costs and benefits of development, and an improved jobs/housing balance. Examples of 
smart growth development and planning that incorporate affordable housing include: 

 
o Providing mixed-use development near the town and village centers; 
o Locating housing in close proximity to public transportation; 
o Allowing higher density housing or mixed-use development near transit stops, along 

commercial corridors or in town and village centers; 
o Redeveloping environmentally impacted or brownfield sites; 
o Restoring vacant and abandoned residential buildings to productive use; 
o Converting vacant or underutilized former manufacturing, commercial or municipal 

buildings to housing; 
o Encouraging the development of housing and preservation of open space so that the 

goals of each will be mutually satisfied using techniques such as cluster zoning, transfer 
of development rights, or other innovative zoning or regulatory devices; 

o Promoting the redevelopment of vacant infill parcels; and 
o Participating in regional responses to addressing affordable housing needs. 

 
Milton is in an excellent position to promote development in keeping with smart growth 
principles particularly in regard to transit-oriented development in proximity to its four MBTA 
stations as well as mixed-use redevelopment opportunities in Milton Village, Central Avenue, 
and East Milton Square. 
 

¶ Preserve the existing affordable housing stock including its diversity of prices, building types, and 
lot sizes.  Besides the 479 units that are included in aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-approved Subsidized Housing 
Inventory (SHI), and despite high housing prices, there are still rental and homeownership units 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
occupants have incomes of not more than 80% of area median income and they are not paying 
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more than 30% of their incomes on housing expenses. Such housing is becoming rarer given 
increasingly rising housing values and some households are facing difficulties in remaining in 
their homes. Many of these households are elderly on fixed incomes who have problems 
affording property taxes, insurance, medical bills, utility expenses, etc. and are likely to have 
deferred home maintenance problems as well.  The Town of Milton should consider how it 
could support these households in remaining independent in their homes and making necessary 
home improvements.  The Town also needs to ensure that the units that are counted in the 
Subsidized Housing Inventory remain affordable for as long a period of time as possible. 

 
Participants of the September 14, 2019 Community Housing Forum echoed the importance of these 
objectives, providing the following responses to the question regarding their hope for the future of 
housing in Milton (an aspirational goal to strive for): 
  

¶ Develop housing that is harmonious with neighborhood and community character. 

¶ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ άCǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ пл.έ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
Local Initiative Program (LIP). 

¶ Ensure sufficient housing diversity to accommodate local needs. 

¶ Create sufficient housing opportunities for seniors and young families. 

¶ .ǳƛƭŘ ƳƻǊŜ άaƛƭǘƻƴ-ƭƛƪŜέ ƻǊ ¦ƴǉǳƛǘȅ IƻǳǎŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ 

¶ Make smaller homes available. 
 
Subsequent to the completion of the 2014 Housing Production Plan, the Town embarked on a Master 
Planning process, completing the Master Plan in 2015.  The goal of improving housing and 
neighborhoods emerged as a top community priority with the following goal statement: 
  

To preserve and enhance existing housing and become more proactive in 
providing affordable housing and meeting a variety of changing housing needs; 

to preserve and enhance existing neighborhood character. 
 
Master Plan recommendations were revisited as part of preparing this Housing Production Plan, 
integratiƴƎ ƪŜȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ    

 

B. Definition of Affordable Housing 
There are a number of definitions of affordable housing as federal and state programs offer various 
criteria.  For example, HUD generally identifies units as affordable if gross rent (including costs of utilities 
ōƻǊƴŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŀƴǘύ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ол҈ ƻŦ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŀŘƧǳǎǘŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ όǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŘŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
for each dependent, for child care, for extraordinary medical expenses, etc.) or if the carrying costs of 
purchasing a home (mortgage, homeowners association fees, property taxes and insurance) is not more 
than typically 30% of net adjusted income.  If households are paying more than these amounts, they are 
described as experiencing housing affordability problems; and if they are paying 50% or more for 
housing, they have severe housing affordability problems and cost burdens. 
 
Affordable housing is also defined according to percentages of median income for the area, and most 
housing subsidy programs are targeted to particular income ranges depending upon programmatic 
goals.  Extremely low-income housing is directed to those earning at or below 30% of area median 
income (AMI) as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ($32,000 for a 
family of three for the Boston area) and very low-income is defined as households earning more than 
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30% AMI but at or below 50% AMI ($53,350 for a family of three).  Low-income generally refers to the 
range between 51% and 80% AMI ($80,300 for a family of three).10   
 
Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969, which established the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law 
(Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40B), counts a housing unit as affordable if it is subsidized by 
state or federal programs that support low- and moderate-income households with incomes at or below 
80% AMI and meet other requirements. Consequently, most state-supported housing assistance 
programs are targeted to households earning at or below 80% AMI, however, some funding sources can 
provide support to somewhat higher income households while many rental financing resources reach 
lower income thresholds.   
 
While Milton has not passed the Community Preservation Act (CPA), this funding source, derived from a 
property tax surcharge and state matching funds, supports municipal efforts to promote open space 
preservation, recreational activities, historic preservation and community housing in half of the 
communities across the state.  CPA funding is available to assist households earning up to 100% AMI, 
however, only units targeting the 80% AMI limit and meet other state requirements are eligible for 
inclusion on the SHI. 
 
Table II-1 includes the HUD income limits for 2019 as well as the CPA 100% AMI limits.  It also includes 
what some might term as workforce housing limits of up to 120% AMI targeted to those who do not 
meet other funding criteria but may still be priced out of the housing market.  
 

Table II-1: 2019 Income Limits for the Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH Metro Area 

# Persons in  
Household 

30% AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 
 

120% AMI 
 

1 $24,900 $41,500 $62,450 $79,310 $95,172 

2 $28,450 $47,400 $71,400 $90,640 $108,768 

3 $32,000 $53,350 $80,300 $101,970 $122,364 

4 $35,550 $59,250 $89,200 $113,300 $135,960 

5 $38,400 $64,000 $96,350 $122,364 $146,837 

6 $41,250 $68,750 $103,500 $131,428 $157,714 

7 $44,100 $73,500 $110,650 $140,492 $168,590 

8+ $46,950 $78,250 $117,750 $149,556 $179,467 

Sources:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Community Preservation Coalition for 
100% AMI figures and 120% AMI limits based on 1.2 times the 100% AMI ones. 

 
It is worth noting that extrapolating those earning less than the 80% AMI limit for a household of three 
from 2017 census estimates, about 2,900 or almost one-third of households might be income-eligible for 
affordable housing using the 80% AMI criterion.11  This is up from 2,835 households or 30% based on the 
2011 census estimates.  

 

 

                                                 
10 The family of three (3) is illustrated here and is used in affordability calculations as the average household size 
was 2.75 persons per the 2010 census and 2.86 persons in the 2017 census estimates. 
11 This is based on income estimates alone and do not take financial assets into consideration. 
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III. HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT12 
This Housing Needs Assessment presents an overview of the past and current housing dynamic in the 
town of Milton, providing the context within which a responsive set of strategies can be developed to 
address housing needs.   
 

A.         Demographic and Economic Profile 
It is important to closely examine demographic and economic characteristics, particularly past and future 
trends, in order to understand the composition of the population and how it relates to current and future 
housing needs.  Key questions to be addressed include the following: 
 

¶ What have been the growth trends in Milton? 

¶ What are the ramifications of increases and decreases of various age groups in regard to housing 
needs? 

¶ What are the variations in household size and types of households that suggest unmet or greater 
housing needs? 

¶ What changes in income levels have occurred and how does this relate to housing affordability? 

¶ What proportion of the population is disabled or has other special needs that suggest the need for 
supportive services or home modifications? 

 
In general, the ToǿƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǎƭƻǿƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜΣ 
particularly among older residents, driven by the Baby Boom generation.  Moreover, Milton continues to 
be a community of families and has experienced small increases in children which are reflected in higher 
school enrollments and capacity issues. 
 
1. Population Growth ς Little net growth since 1970 
aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нлth Century and has been 
relatively modest since then as shown in Table III-1 and visually presented in Figure III-1.  Most of the 
growth occurred after World War I and II.  In fact, the Town actually spurred some of this growth when it 
sold house lots of approximately 10,000 square feet to returning veterans for $500 in a couple of 
locations. 
 
The population actually decreased during the economic recession of the late 1980s and early 1990s.  The 
town then gained 337 new residents between 1990 and 2000, representing only a 1.3% population 
change, and then increased by an additional 941 residents between 2000 and 2010, reflecting higher 
growth of 3.6% and reaching a total population of 27,003.  This total population count is actually 
somewhat less than the population of 27,190 in 1970.  The 2017 census estimates indicate continued 
growth to 27,527 residents.  
 
The Town census figure was 26,698 as of July 17, 2019. The disparity between the federal and local figures 
is largely because federal census counts students as living at their colleges and universities while the Town 
counts only those students ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƻƴ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŎŀƳǇǳǎŜǎ ƻǊ ōƻŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ aƛƭǘƻƴ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ 
choose to register to vote in Milton.   

                                                 
12 This Housing Needs Assessment uses the most recent data sources available.  It should be noted, however, 
because the 2010 census includes actual counts from all households, not samples, they are more reliable.  Census 
data from the American Community Survey (ACS) is used for other types of data, but because ACS data involves 
estimates from a sample of residents/households, they have some margin of error.   
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Table III-1:  Population Growth:  1920 to July 2019 

 
Year 

Total  
Population 

Change in # 
Residents 

Percent Change  
in Population 

1920 9,382 -- -- 

1930 16,434 7,052 75.6 

1940 18,708 2,274 13.8 

1950 22,395 3,687 19.7 

1960 26,375 3,980 17.8 

1970 27,190 815 3.1 

1980 25,860 (1,330) (4.9) 

1990 25,725 (135) (0.5) 

2000  26,062 337 1.3 

2010 27,003 941 3.6 

2017 27,527 524 1.9 

As of 7-17-19 26,698 -829 -3.0 

 Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, decennial figures and American Community Survey  
 Five-Year Estimates for 2013-2017; and Milton Town Clerk, July 10, 2019 

 
Figure III-1 
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2. Age Distribution ς Notable growth in middle-age residents   
Census data on the changes in the age distribution from 1990 to 2017 is provided in Table III-2 and visually 
presented in Figure III-2 for 2000 through 2017. In general, there were small increases in children, large 
increases in middle-age residents with accompanying declines in younger adults and only marginal 
changes in the population of seniors.  The median age climbed during these decades, from 39.3 years in 
2000 to 41.4 years by 2010, higher than the county median of 40.7 years and largely reflective of the 
substantial increase in the 45 to 64-age group.  The 2017 census estimates indicate a significant decrease 
to 38.7 years, this time lower than the county median of 41.0 years. 
 
Specific changes in the TƻǿƴΩǎ ŀƎŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ōŜƭƻǿΦ 
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¶ Increases in children 
The number of those 18 years or younger increased significantly, from 5,749 in 1990, to 6,683 by 
2010, and up higher to 7,007 children according to 2017 census estimates. Nevertheless, children 
have continued to represent about one-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ since 2000, higher than 
22.7% for the county and 21.7% for the state in 2010, and 21.5% and 20.4%, respectively, in 2017.  
Figure III-2 clearly shows the relatively large portion of children in the under 18 range, including 
the estimated recent increase. Some of the increase is likely attributable to Milton Academy 
adding a boarding component that includes 320 beds. 
 

¶ Fluctuations in very young adults 
Younger adults in the 20 to 24 age range decreased significantly between 1990 and 2000, down to 
1,301 residents and then increased to 2,114 by 2017.  A good many of these residents likely 
included residential students at local colleges.  
 

¶ Net decreases in Millennials 
Demographic trends also suggest that escalating housing costs were likely pricing younger 
individuals and families out of the housing market. Those entering the labor market and forming 
new families were dwindling in numbers, reducing the pool of entry-level workers and service 
employees.  Housing costs may also be prompting grown children who were raised in town to 
relocate outside of Milton, although these young Millennials may have a preference for living in 
more urban settings.  For example, those between the ages of 25 and 34 decreased by 43% 
between 1990 and 2010, from 3,450 to 1,955 residents.  The 2017 census estimates suggest a 
small increase to 2,114 residents in this age range.   
 

¶ Net decreases in the younger middle-aged residents 
Residents in the age 35 to 44 range fluctuated somewhat over the decades but generally 
decreased from 4,155 residents in 1990 to 3,422 in 2010 and then up somewhat to 3,797 
according to 2017 census estimates.  This represented an 8.6% net decrease since 1990.  
 

Table III-2:  Age Distribution, 1990-2017 

 
Age Range 

1990 2000 2010 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
Under 5 Years 1,745 6.8 1,640 6.3 1,544 5.7 1,757 6.4 

5 ς 9 Years 1,670 6.5 1,832 7.0 1,968 7.3 2,033 7.4 

10 ς 14 Years 1,487 5.8 2,064 7.9 1,941 7.2 1,855 6.7 

15 ς 19 Years  1,718 6.7 1,959 7.5 2,313 8.6 2,376 8.6 

20 ς 24 Years  1,910 7.4 1,301 5.0 1,779 6.6 2,054 7.5 

25 ς 34 Years 3,450 13.4 2,533 9.7 1,955 7.2 2,114 7.7 

35 ς 44 Years 4,155 16.2 4,212 16.2 3,422 12.7 3,797 13.8 

45 ς 54 Years 2,573 10.0 4,155 15.9 4,238 15.7 4,031 14.6 

55 ς 64 Years 2,524 9.8 2,132 8.2 3,686 13.7 3,190 11.6 

65 ς 74 Years 2,351 9.1 1,947 7.5 1,861 6.9 2,140 7.8 

75 ς 84 Years 1,652 6.4 1,599 6.1 1,497 5.5 1,398 5.1 

85 Years and Over 490 1.9 688 2.6 799 3.0 782 2.8 

Total 25,725 100.0 26,062 100.0 27,003 100.0 27,527 100.0 

Population Under 18  5,749 22.3 6,721 25.8 6,683 24.7 7,007 25.5 

Population 65+ 4,493 17.5 4,234 16.2 4,157 15.4 4,320 15.7 

Source:  U.S Census Bureau, 1990, 2000 and 2010 and American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2013-2017. 
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¶ Substantial increases in the older middle-age population 
There were substantial increases in those age 45 to 64 between 1990 and 2010, many who were 
aging during this period as part of the Baby Boom generation.  There were 5,097 residents in this 
age category in 1990, rising to 7,924 by 2010, representing a 55.5% increase in growth despite 
only 5% total population growth. The 2017 census estimates suggest a 9% fall-off of in this age 
range since 2010 to 7,221 residents. This data points to a need for more housing that is smaller 
and easier to maintain by empty nesters and younger seniors in the years ahead.   
 

¶ Small net decreases in older adults 
There was a 7.5% decrease in residents 65 years of age or older between 1990 and 2010, from 
4,493 to 4,157 residents. Census estimates indicate an increase to 4,320 residents by 2017, still 
short of the 1990 level.  This data suggests that some of those who were retiring opted to move 
out of the community in search of other housing options, perhaps looking for more affordable 
living conditions as their incomes became fixed, or even perhaps moving outside of the area.  

 

 
 

3. Population Projections ς Continued growth including major gains in those 65 years and older 
Population projections suggest continued growth through 2030. 
This Housing Plan presents three sets of projections, two from 
the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC), MiltonΩǎ 
regional planning agency, and the other from the State Data 
Center at the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute.  
 
The MAPC projections forecast continued population growth 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ нтΣтфн 
by 2030, representing 2.9% growth since 2010 and predicated on 
continued patterns of births, deaths, migration and occupancy.  
Lǘǎ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
growth to 28,705 residents by 2030, representing 6.3% growth 
since 2010 and based on a number of smarter growth 

Given limited population 
growth in prior decades, 5% 
between 1990 and 2010, it is 
difficult to imagine the high 
levels of projected population 
growth, particularly without 
substantial changes in zoning 
and greater incentives and 
resources for new housing 
development. 
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assumptions described below.  Both projections suggest significant growth in those 65 years and older 
driven largely by the Baby Boom generation. 
The State Data Center estimates higher levels of growth, at 10.6%, to a population of 31,277 residents by 
2030.  It also predicts an even greater increase in older residents age 65 and older to comprise 26.1% of 
MiltonΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ нлол ŦǊƻƳ 15.4% in 2010.  
 
a!t/ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
Population projections from MAPC estimate that the population will reach 27,183 residents by 2020 under 
ƛǘǎ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀǘƛƻƴ of rates of births, deaths, migration and 
housing occupancy. This figure is less than the 2017 census estimate of 27,527 residents.  MAPC 
projections further indicate continued growth to 27,792 residents by 2030, 3% more than the 2010 census 
figure and only 265 residents above the 2017 census figure. Table III-3 offers these projections by age 
category for 2020 and 2030, comparing these figures to 2010 census figures.   
 
These projections also indicate some significant 
age distributional changes. For example, those 
under age 20 are predicted to decrease from 
28.8% to 24.5% of the total population between 
2010 and 2030, representing a 12.4% population 
loss of about 963 residents. The projections 
further suggest a loss of 332 residents or 18.7% 
in the 20 to 24 age range and a net increase of 
379 residents in the 25 to 34 age category by 
2030, or by 19.4%, not insignificant.  Those in the 
35 to 44 range are projected to increase by 5.6%, 
or by 191 residents, while those in the 45 to 54 
age range are projected to decrease still more, 
by 24%, representing a loss of 1,017 residents.  
The population of older middle-aged residents in the 55 to 64 range is expected to decrease as well with a 
net loss of 474 residents or 13% following a shorter-term increase in 2020. 
  

Table III-оΥ !ƎŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΣ нлмл /Ŝƴǎǳǎ ŀƴŘ a!t/ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

Age Range 
 

2010 Census 2020 Projections 2030 Projections 

# % # % # % 
Under 5 Years 1,544 5.7 1,327 4.9 1,376 5.0 

5 ς 19 Years 6,222 23.0 5,818 21.4 5,427 19.5 

20 ς 24 Years 1,779 6.6 1,562 5.7 1,447 5.2 

25 ς 34 Years 1,955 7.2 2,407 8.9 2,334 8.4 

35 ς 44 Years 3,422 12.7 3,031 11.2 3,613 13.0 

45 ς 54 Years 4,238 15.7 3,540 13.0 3,221 11.6 

55 ς 64 Years 3,686 13.7 3,839 14.1 3,212 11.6 

65 ς 74 Years 1,861 6.9 3,425 12.6 3,620 13.0 

75 ς 84 Years 1,497 5.5 1,476 5.4 2,749 9.9 

85+ Years 799 3.0 757 2.8 794 2.9 

Total 27,003 100.0 27,183 100.0 27,792 100.0 

Under 20 7,766 28.8 7,145 26.3 6,803 24.5 

Age 65+ 4,157 15.4 5,658 20.8 7,163 25.8 

Source:  Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC), January 2014 

These projected population changes suggest 
the need for housing alternatives to 
accommodate the increasing population of 
seniors, such as more handicapped 
accessibility, housing with supportive 
services, and units without substantial 
maintenance demands.  Additionally, to 
maintain a diverse population, more 
affordable starter housing opportunities to 
attract young adults, including young 
families, should be promoted both as rentals 
and first-time homeownership. 
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Those over age 65 are estimated to increase from 15.4% of all residents in 2010 to 25.8% by 2030, 
representing a gain of 3,006 residents in this age category and growth of 72%.  
 
These projected demographic shifts are further presented in Figure III-3, comparing projections for Milton 
to other maturing suburbs, the Inner Core subregion,13 and Metro Boston from 2010 to 2030.  Estimates 
suggest that Milton will experience relatively comparable growth patterns with respect to very modest 
total population increases and losses in those under 15 and substantial gains in those over age 65.  These 
losses of children run counter to school enrollment projections. 
 

 
 
a!t/ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
a!t/Ωǎ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ projects higher population growth to 27,640 residents by 2020 and 
28,705 residents by 2030. These figures represent growth of 6.3% between 2010 and 2030 and the 
addition of 1,702 residents, more than double the 2.9҈ ǊŀǘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ.  
 
¢ƘŜǎŜ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎΥ 

  

¶ The region will attract and retain more people, especially young adults, than it does today; 

¶ Younger households (born after 1980) will be more inclined toward urban living than their older 
counterparts and less likely to choose to live in single-family homes; and 

¶ An increasing share of older adults will choose to downsize from single-family homes to 
apartments or condominiums.  
 

These ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜd in Figure III-4 and are significantly higher than the 2017 
census estimate of 27,527 ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 27,792.   

                                                 
13 In addition to Milton, -!0#ȭÓ Inner Core Communities (ICC) subregion includes the communities of Arlington, 
Belmont, Boston, Brookline, Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Lynn, Malden Medford, Melrose, Needham, Newton, 
Quincy, Revere, Saugus, Somerville, Waltham, Watertown, and Winthrop. 
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¢ƘŜ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƎŜ нл ǿƛƭƭ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ 7,766 residents, or 29% 
of the population in 2010, to 6,988 or 24.3% of all residents by 2030.  On the other end of the age range, 
those 65 years of age or older are estimated to grow from 4,157 residents or 15.4% of all residents in 
2010 to 7,260 and 25.3% of all residents by 2030, representing growth of 3,103 seniors or 75%. Other 
more modest demographic shifts include some increases in 20 to 44-year olds and declines in the middle 
aged 45 to 54 and 55 to 64 age ranges. 

 
State Data Center Projections 
The State Data Center at the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute predicts considerably higher 
population growth in 2020 and 2030 of 29,445 and 31,277 residents, respectively, both well above the 
2017 census estimate.  Like the MAPC estimates, the State Data Center indicates that those under age 15 
will comprise almost 17% of all residents, down from 20% in 2010.  The State Data Center figures show a 
significant decline in those age 15 to 19, going from 2,313 residents in 2010 to 1,776 by 2030, representing 
a loss of 537 residents or 23% despite a projected population increase of 15.8%.  Again, this runs counter 
to school enrollment projections 
 

Table III-4: Age Distribution, 2010 Census and State Data Center Projections, 
2020 and 2030 

Age Range 
 

2010 Census 2020 Projections 2030 Projections 

# % # % # % 
Under 5 Years 1,544 5.7 1,336 4.5 1,506 4.8 

5 ς 19 Years 6,222 23.0 6,367 21.6 5,523 17.7 

20 ς 24 Years 1,779 6.6 1,484 5.0 1,594 5.1 

25 ς 34 Years 1,955 7.2 2,344 8.0 2,549 8.1 

35 ς 44 Years 3,422 12.7 3,379 11.5 4,240 13.6 

45 ς 54 Years 4,238 15.7 4,017 13.6 3,708 11.9 

55 ς 64 Years 3,686 13.7 4,383 14.9 3,981 12.7 

65 ς 74 Years 1,861 6.9 3,497 11.9 4,055 13.0 

75 ς 84 Years 1,497 5.5 1,656 5.6 3,023 9.7 

85+ Years 799 3.0 982 3.3 1,099 3.5 

Total 27,003 100.0 29,445 100.0 31,277 100.0 

Under 20 7,766 28.8 7,703 26.2 7,029 22.5 

Age 65+ 4,157 15.4 6,135 20.8 8,177 26.1 
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Source:  University of Massachusetts, Donahue Institute, State Data Center.   

On the other end of the age range, the State Data Center projects a very high increase of those 65 year of 
age or older to 8,177 residents, from 15.4% of the population to 26.1%.  The age cohorts in between 
demonstrate some similar fluctuations to MAPC estimates with increases in 25 to 44-year olds and general 
declines in older middle-age residents age 45 to 64. 
 
Table III-5 compares the two MAPC projections and the State Data Center figures.  The State Data Center 
predicts not only greater total population growth but also forecasts a greater proportionate decrease in 
those under 20, particularly in the age 15 to 19 age range.  It also projects greater numbers of seniors.  
Once again, given relatively slow overall growth during the last several decades, even the most 
ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ a!t/Ωǎ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ Ƙƛgh unless new zoning incentives 
and housing resources are created. 
 

Table III-5:  Comparison of Population Projections, 2030 

Age Range a!t/ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ a!t/ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ State Data Center 

# % # % # % 
< Age 15 4,719 17.0 4,860 16.9 5,253 16.8 

< Age 20 6,803 24.5 6,988 24.3 7,029 22.5 

Age 65+ 7,163 25.8 7,260 25.3 8,177 26.1 

Total Pop 27,792 100.0 28,750 100.0 31,277 100.0 

Sources: MAPC and the State Data Center at the UMass Donahue Institute 

 
It should be noted that previous MAPC projections from its MetroFuture Report suggested a total 
population of 26,991 by 2030, lower than the 2017 census estimate of 27,527 residents and thus likely 
underestimating growth. 
 
4. Race ς Substantial increase in minority residents 
As indicated in Table III-6, the population has remained predominantly White, but is becoming more 
diverse.  The 2010 census indicates that the number and percentage of minority residents had climbed 
significantly from 6.2% of the population in 1990 to 22.6%, involving a total of 6,102 residents.  
Approximately 64% of the 2010 minority population identified themselves as Black or African-American, 
22% as Asians, and 14% as Hispanic or Latino.   
 

Table III-6:  Key Demographic Characteristics, 1990-2017 

Demographic  
Characteristics 

1990 2000 2010 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
Total Population 25,725 100 26,062 100 27,003 100.0 27,527 100.0 

Minority Population* 1,605 6.2 3,810 14.6 6,102 22.6 7,115 25.8 

Total # Households 8,749 100.0 8,982 100 9,274 100.0 8,970 100.0 

Family Households** 6,675 76.3 6,757 75.2 6,835 73.7 6,931 77.3 

Female Heads of 
Households with  
Children < 18**  

 
1,038 

 
11.9 

 
443 

 
4.9 

 
483 

 
5.2 

 
479 

 
5.3 
 

Non-family Households 
**  

2,074 23.7 2,225 24.8 2,439 26.3 
 

2,039 22.7 

Average Household  
Size 

2.85 persons 2.79 persons 2.75 persons 2.86 persons 
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Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2000 and 2010 decennial counts and American Community Survey Five-Year 
Estimates, 2013-2017. *All Non-White classifications   ** Percent of all 
households 
The 2017 census estimates suggest continued growth of minority 
residents to 25.8% of the population.  This data identified 4,136 
or 58% of minority residents as Black or African-American and 
another 1,811 or 25.5% as Asian.  A total of 1,094 residents, or 
4% of the population, identified themselves as having Hispanic or 

Latino heritage. 
 
5. Households ς Increasing number of families 
As Table III-6 and Figure III-5 indicate that ǿƘƛƭŜ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ Ŧƭŀǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффл 
and 2010, growing by 5.0%, the number of households increased by 6.0%, from 8,749 to 9,274. This is 
reflective of some small decrease in the size of families with the average household size decreasing from 
2.85 persons to 2.75 during this period.  It is also due to the increasing numbers of nonfamily households, 
which grew by 17.6% compared to the 2.4% growth in family households between 1990 and 2010.    
 
The 2017 census estimates indicate a decrease in the number of households, to 8,970 and close to the 
1990 level, representing a decline of 3.3% in the context of 1.9% population growth.  This decrease is 
surprising and the data may be questionable.  The 2017 estimates also indicate increases in the average 
household size from 2.75 persons in 2010 to 2.86 in 2017 with the size of families increasing from 3.27 
persons to 3.30. 
 
Still about three-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΣ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ срΦр҈ ŦƻǊ 
the county and 63.0% for the state in 2010.  The 2017 census estimates indicate some growth in the 
number and percentage of families despite a decrease in the number of households. This is further 
reflected in the average household size which increased from 2.75 persons in 2010 to 2.86.  The average 
family size increased even more.  It should be noted that in many comparable communities, particularly 
affluent communities, the number of families and average household size has typically decreased, due 
largely to increasing number of older residents living alone, empty nesters, and families having fewer 
children. 

 

 

The 25.8% level of minority 
residents is significantly higher 
than 20.6% for the county and 
21.1% for the state.   
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Table III-7 examines the types of households by household size for 2000, 2010 and 2017 with the following 
findings demonstrating the continuing growth of smaller households: 
 

¶ Single-person households comprised 21.2% of all households and 85.6% of the nonfamily 
households in 2000, increasing to 23% of all households and 87.4% of nonfamily households by 
2010.  The 2017 figures surprisingly indicate a decline in these households to 19.1% of all 
households and 84.1% of all nonfamily households.  This level of single-person households is both 
lower than the county level of 27.0% and the state at 28.5%.  

¶ Of the estimated 1,715 single-person households in 2017, 1,238 or 72% were 65 years of age or 
older.  

¶ Almost half of Milton households involved only two or three members, ranging from 47.6% of all 
households in 2000, down to 46.5% in 2010, and then up a bit to 47.9% according to 2017 census 
estimates.  

¶ Four-person households declined from 18.5% of all households in 2000, to 18.0% in 2010, and 
then grew significantly to 20.1% in 2017. 

¶ The proportion of large families of five or more persons remained about the same at 12.7% in 
2000, to 12.6% in 2010, and then up modestly to 12.9% in 2017.   

¶ A total of 519 or 14.7% of the households with children under age 18 were headed by one parent 
(92.3% of these involved single mothers) based on 2017 census estimates.   

 
Table III-7: Types of Households by Size, 2000, 2010 and 2017 

 
Households by Type and Size 

2000 2010  2017  

# % # % # % 

Nonfamily households 2,225 24.8 2,439 26.3 2,039 22.7 

1-person household 1,905 21.2 2,131 23.0 1,715 19.1 

2-person household 262 2.9 259 2.8 300 3.3 

3-person household 31 0.3 31 0.3 0 0.0 

4-person household 19 0.2 11 0.1 0 0.0 

5-person household 5 0.1 4 0.04 24 0.3 

6-person household 2 0.02 2 0.02 0 0.0 

7 or more person-household 1 0.01 1 0.01 0 0.0 

Family households 6,757 75.2 6,835 73.7 6,931 77.3 

2-person household 2,336 26.0 2,390 25.8 2,354 26.2 

3-person household 1,645 18.3 1,629 17.6 1,639 18.3 

4-person household 1,643 18.3 1,657 17.9 1,806 20.1 

5-person household 780 8.7 755 8.1 878 9.8 

6-person household 229 2.5 282 3.0 195 2.2 

7 or more person-household 124 1.4 122 1.3 59 0.7 

Total 8,982 100.0 9,274 100.0 8,970 100.0 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Summary File 1 and 2013-2017 American Community Survey Five-
Five-Year Estimates 
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MAPC projections suggest notable growth in the number of households, from 9,274 in 2010 to 10,565 or 
млΣфнн ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ нлол ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ƻǊ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
represents a 13.9% or 17.8% level of growth, respectively, compared to the projected 2.9% or 6.3% 
projected population growth.  This indicates that the projections forecast greater numbers of smaller 
households in the future that is likely largely driven by the aging of the Baby Boom generation and more 
childless households, including those living alone.  As noted earlier, projections may likely overestimate 
future growth patterns without substantial changes in zoning and new housing development. 
 
6. Income Distribution ς Very high incomes but growing income disparities  
On the whole, Milton residents are becoming more affluent although there are growing income disparities 
related to tenure, age and type of householder.  It is not surprising that families with middle-aged heads of 
households have significantly higher incomes than single individuals, particularly older residents on fixed 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƛŎŜǎΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ 
struggling to remain in the community.  It will be important for the Town to promote more social and 
economic diversity to avoid becoming a place where only the rich or those living in subsidized housing can 
afford to live. 
 
A comparison of income figures for the past several decades is presented in Table III-8 and Figure III-6, 
suggesting that Milton has in general become significantly more affluent over the past several decades.  
For example, there were only 383 households that earned more than $75,000 in 1979, however, 3,073 
earned more than double that amount, $150,000, by 2011, 
increasing to 3,847 by 2017.   
 
The dramatic upsurge in relative affluence is also demonstrated 
by increases in median income levels, increasing by 
approximately $25,000 each decade from $24,777 in 1979.  
MiltoƴΩǎ 2017 median household income of $126,000 was 
significantly ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ bƻǊŦƻƭƪ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ median of $95,668 
and the state of $74,167.   
 

Table III-8: Income Distribution by Household, 1979-2017 

 
Income Range 

1979 1989 1999 2011 2017 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Under $10,000 1,363 16.3 569 6.6 383 4.3 245 2.6 206 2.3 

$10,000-24,999 2,870 34.3 1,166 13.5 924 10.3 1,118 12.1 718 8.0 

$25,000-34,999 1,762 21.0 775 9.0 628 7.0 351 3.8 357 4.0 

$35,000-49,999 1,371 16.4 1,491 17.3 833 9.3 756 8.2 430 4.8 

$50,000-74,999 625 7.5 2,026 23.4 1,479 16.4 858 9.2 1,033 11.5 

$75,000-99,999 383 4.6 1,183 13.7 1,285 14.2 1,023 11.0 753 8.4 

$100,000-149,999 916 10.6 1,852 20.6 1,852 20.0 1,626 18.1 

$150,000 or more 513 5.9 1,609 17.9 3,073 33.1 3,847 42.9 

Total 8,374 100.0 8,639 100.0 8,993 100.0 9,276 100.0 8,970 100.0 

Median income $24,777  $53,130 $78,985 $104,357 $126,000 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990 and 2000 Summary File 3 and 2009-2011 and 2013-1017 American 
Community Survey Five-Year Estimates. 
 
The percentage of households earning under $75,000 decreased from almost all households in 1979 
(95.4%) to about 36% by 2011, and then to 30.6% in 2017.  Of these, 5,995 households had incomes of less 

aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ сл҈ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ 
median household income 
between 1999 and 2017 was 
considerably higher than the 
rate of inflation during this 
period of 47%. 
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than $35,000 in 1979 compared to 1,935 in 1999 and 1,281 in 2017.  This dramatic decrease in lower 
income households is likely correlated to the high costs of living in Milton, housing costs in particular.   
 

 
 
As shown in Figure III-7, median income levels vary considerably by tenure and household type.  For 
example, the median income for those households that include children ς families ς was $151,120, up 
from $135,750 in 2011 and $94,359 in 1999.  On the other hand, nonfamilies had a median income of only 
$42,369 from $28,889 in 1999 and $31,380 in 2011.  This was largely related to the predominance of 
single persons, including retired individuals, in these households.  There were also significant 
discrepancies between the median incomes of owners and renters, at $144,363 and $51,161, respectively.   
 
Another comparison of median income level relates to the age of the principal householder.  While the 
sample size was too small for the youngest of households of less than age 25, the 2017 census estimates 
indicate that the median household income of those age 25 to 44 was $152,917, not much less than those 
age 45 to 64 of $159,464.  On the other hand, the median income of households with seniors age 65 and 
over was $53,109, half the median income for the community of $126,000 and correlated with the larger 
numbers of those living alone and on fixed income in this age range. 
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Table III-9 presents information on the comparative distribution of incomes between Milton and Norfolk 
County as another comparison.  As the table demonstrates, Milton has been somewhat more affluent 
than the county as a whole.  The percentage of those earning less than $75,000 was 42.5% in 2017 for 
Norfolk County, down from 58.5% in 1999.  On the other hand, those earning below this level included 
only 30.6% of Milton households, down from 47.2% in 1999.  Those earning more than $150,000 included 
28.4% of all households in Norfolk County in 2017 compared to about 43% for Milton.  Higher income 
levels in Milton were also reflected in the median income levels as noted earlier. 
 

Table III-9:  Income Distribution by Household: Norfolk County and Milton , 1999 and 2017 

 
Income Range 

Norfolk County Milton 

1999 2017 1999 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
Under $10,000 14,002 5.6 10,363 4.0 383 4.3 206 2.3 

$10,000-24,999 28,589 11.5 23,552 11.5 924 10.3 718 8.0 

$25,000-34,999 21,077 8.5 14,559 5.6 628 7.0 357 4.0 

$35,000-49,999 31,912 12.8 20,672 7.9 833 9.3 430 4.8 

$50,000-74,999 50,129 20.1 35,483 13.5 1,479 16.4 1,033 11.5 

$75,000-99,999 37,684 15.1 31,670 12.1 1,285 14.2 753 8.4 

$100,000-149,999 37,315 15.0 51,412 19.6 1,852 20.6 1,626 18.1 

$150,000 or more 28,193 11.4 74,613 28.4 1,609 17.9 3,847 42.9 

Total 248,901 100.0 262,324 100.0 8,993 100.0 8,970 100.0 

Median Income $63,342 $95,668 $78,985 $126,000 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Summary File 3 and 2013-2017 American Community Survey Five-Year        
Estimates. 

 
This relative affluence of Milton is also demonstrated through a comparative look at the median 
household income levels of neighboring communities as shown in Figure III-8.  Median household incomes 
ranged from a low of $69,969 for Randolph to a high of $126,000 for Milton.  Milton also demonstrated 
the greatest increase since 2011.  
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7. Poverty ς Increasing levels of poverty, particularly among seniors 
While income levels for most town residents have increased substantially, there remains a significant 
population within the town of Milton with very limited financial means and living below the poverty level.14 
The 2000 census indicated that the absolute numbers of those with incomes below the poverty level 
decreased from 1979 to 1999 as shown in Table III-10, with the exception of those 65 years or older where 
the numbers increased somewhat.  Since 1999, poverty has risen, representing 1,129 residents or 4.1% of 
all individuals and 208 families or 3.0% of all families. Of particular concern is the growing poverty among 
those 65 years and over, increasing from 4.3% to 9.2% between 1999 and 2017. While poverty in Milton is 
lower than the county and state, at 6.5% and 11.1% of all individuals, respectively, these increases are 
nevertheless disturbing.   

 
Table III-10:  Poverty Status, 1979-2017 

Household Type 1979 1989 1999 2011 2017 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Individuals * 957 3.7 758 2.9 697 2.7 1,350 5.0 1,129 4.1 

Families ** 188 2.8 125 1.9 108 1.6 184 2.7 208 3.0 

Related Children 
Under 18 Years 
(Under 17 Years  
for 1990 data) *** 

 
306 

 
5.0 

 
49 

 
0.6 

 
147 

 
2.2 

 
307 

 
4.6 
 

 
140 

 
2.0 

Individuals  
65 and Over**** 

138 3.1 216 4.8 183 4.3 229 
 

5.5 397 9.2 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 1980, 1990 and 2000 Summary File 3 and the American Community Survey, Five-Year 
Estimates for 2009-2011 and 2013-2017. *Percentage of total population **Percentage of all families 

***Percentage of all related children under 18 years ****Percentage of all individuals age 65+ 

 
¢Ƙƛǎ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ {ǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
479 subsidized housing units with another 140 or so rental subsidies, the total of which is insufficient to 
cover the housing affordability issues most likely confronting this very vulnerable population. 
 
8. Employment ς Growing labor force driven by educational and health services 
Of the population 16 years of age or older, 14,491 or 68.1% were in the labor force according to 2017 
census estimates, higher than 13,700 or 64.8% in 2011.  In the context of an expanding labor force were 
decreases in the unemployment rate, from 8.2% in 2011 to 2.7% in 2017 according to census estimates. 
Estimates further suggest that 60% of Milton residents who were in the labor force were in management, 
business, science and arts occupations, 11.6% were in service occupations, 19.3% in sales and office 
occupations, and the remaining workers in a mix of jobs related to construction, production and 
transportation.  Half of workers were involved in professional, scientific, educational, and health related 
services.  Approximately two-thirds of workers commuted alone by car, down from three-quarters in 
2011, with about 10% carpooling and 12% using public transportation.  The average commute was 32.9 
minutes, up from almost 30 minutes in 2011.  
 
Detailed information on employment patterns from the state Executive Office of Labor and Workforce 

                                                 
14 The 2019 federal poverty level from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services was $12,490 for an individual and 
$21,330 for a three-person household. 
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Development shows that of the 14,746 workers in the labor force, 14,354 were employed, with an 
unemployment rate of 2.7% in May 2019. This data reflects employment patterns for those living in 
Milton, but state data also includes information on local Milton jobs for 2017 as summarized in Table III-
11.  This data shows an average employment of 6,486 workers with ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŀǎŜ 
ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎŀǊŜκǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 
of public and private educational institutions as well as Milton Hospital. 
 
The average weekly wage by industry varied considerably from a high of $1,848 in professional and 
financial services to only $498 in accommodation and food services. There were 636 business 
establishments in Milton which provided a total wage level of more than $358 million, with an average 
weekly wage of $1,063.  As a point of comparison, the average weekly wage for Boston was $1,878, 
$1,240 for Quincy, and $967 for Plymouth.  MiltonΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǿŜŜƪƭȅ ǿŀƎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǿŀƎŜ 
of about $55,500, less than half of MiltonΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ Ϸмн6,000.  This indicates that it 
is likely that many of those who work in Milton  cannot afford to live in the community, particularly 
given a median single-family home price of $700,000 as of May 2019.  

 
Table III-11:  Average Employment and Wages by Industry in Milton , 2017 

Industry # 

Establishments 

Total Wages Ave. 

Employment 

Ave. Weekly 

Wage 

Construction 84 $19,272,959 252 $1,471 

Wholesale trade 22 $12,702,226 56 $1,362 

Retail trade 33 $14,127,929 433 $627 

Information 13 $3,242,205 58 $1,075 

Finance & insurance 29 $9,995,035 104 $1,848 

Real estate, rental and 

leasing 

30 $8,602,284 153 $1,081 

Professional and 

technical services 

100 $27,241,285 281 $1,864 

Administrative and 

waste services 

20 $3,988,058 103 $745 

Education services 10 $118,394,762 2,217 $1,027 

Health care and social 

assistance 

138 $80,849,300 1,445 $1,076 

Arts, entertainment 

and recreation 

15 $6,089,934 230 $509 

Accommodation and 

food services 

25 $13,596,026 525 $498 

Other services  83 $9,115,617 236 $743 

Public administration 19 $22,250,568 263 $1,627 

TOTAL 636 $358,628,754 6,486 $1,063 

Source:  Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Development, July 14, 2019 

* Shaded industries involve average employment of more than 400 workers. 

 
9. Education ς Very high educational attainment and small increases in school enrollments 
The educational attainment of Milton residents has improved over the last couple of decades. In 2011, 
96.9% of those 25 years and older had a high schƻƻƭ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ смΦн҈ ƘŀŘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 
or higher (compared with 49.4% for the county and 39.1% for the state), up from the 2000 figures of 
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фпΦс҈ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƘŀƭŦΣ рнΦн҈Σ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎher.  
The 2017 census estimates indicate continuing high levels of educational attainment with 95.6% having at 

least a high school degree and, of these 61.8% had ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ 
degree or higher.  
Those enrolled in school (nursery through graduate school) 
totaled 9,070 in 2011 but decreased to 8,844 students according 
to 2017 census estimates.  These figures include students at 
Curry College, Milton Academy and other area private schools.  
There were 5,866 students enrolled in nursery school through 
high school, representing an increase of 149 students since 2000, 
but comparable to the 2011 level of 5,890 students.  
 
Enrollments in the Milton Public School District have increased 

slightly, from 3,807 students in the 2000-2001 school year to 3,836 in 2012-2013 and then to 4,139 in 
2018-2019.  Consequently, almost one-quarter of school-age students under the high school level are 
ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ See Section IV for more information 
on school enrollments and capacity issues. 
 
10. Group Quarters Population ς Major increases since 1990 
The 2010 census counted 1,516 residents living in group quarters including 1,229 living in 
college/university housing, 150 living in other noninstitutional housing, most likely Milton Academy, and 
137 in nursing facilities. This is up considerably from the 2000 census count of 1,035 residents in group 
quarters (265 in institutional settings and 770 living outside of institutionalized group quarters) as well as 
751 residents in 1990 (139 in institutions and 612 in other group quarters).  Consequently, those living in 
group quarters almost doubled between 1990 and 2010, largely reflecting increased enrollments of 
residential students at local colleges and Milton Academy for example.  The 2017 census estimates 
indicate a continuing increase to 1,831 residents living in group quarters. 
 
11. Disability Status ς About one-third of seniors claimed some type of disability 
A total of 2,160 residents claimed some type of disability according to the 2017 census estimates, 
representing about 8% ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ  This is down from 2,781 disabled residents in 2011 that 
comprised 10.4% of all residents.  Of the 2017 population under age 18, 143 or 2% had some type of 
disability, and of the population 18 to 64, 686 or 4.3% claimed a disability, half of those who claimed a 
disability in 2011.  Of the population 65 years of age or older, 1,331 or 31.5% in this age range identified 
themselves as having a disability, down again from the 2011 level of 35% but about the same number of 
residents. 
 
Additional information on the types of disabilities for local seniors is summarized in Table III-12, 
comparing Milton ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ǳŦǘǎ IŜŀƭǘƘ tƭŀƴ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ IŜŀƭǘƘȅ 
Aging Community Profile.   
 
Compared to the state, those 65 years and older who live in Milton do the same or somewhat worse on all 
of the disability levels with the exception of self-reported ambulatory difficulties. Milton is considered an 
emerging Dementia-Friendly Community and some local resources for promoting the health of older 
residents include a Council on Aging, Cultural Council, a memory café, and lifelong learning opportunities. 
These community resources will become increasingly important given projected increases in seniors. 
 
 

Enrollment projections from the 
New England School 
Development Council (NESDEC) 
indicate continued growth in 
enrollments to 4,465 students 
by 2023-2024 and 4,664 by 
2028-2029 that will result in 
school capacity problems. 
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Table III-12: Types of Disabilities, Percentage 65 Years of Age and Older 

Population Characteristics Milton Estimates State Estimates 
Self-reported hearing difficulty 15.3% 14.2% 

Clinical diagnosis of deafness 
Or hearing impairment 

17.0% 16.1% 

Self-reported vision difficulty 8.7% 5.8% 

Clinical diagnosis of blindness 
or vision difficulty 

1.5% 1.5% 

Self-reported cognition 
Difficulty 

10.0% 8.3% 

Self-reported ambulatory 
difficulty 

19.4% 20.2% 

Clinical diagnosis of mobility 
impairments 

4.3% 3.9% 

Self-reported self-care difficulty 8.5% 7.9% 

Self-reported independent living 
difficulty 

18.6% 14.3% 

 

      

B. Housing Profile 
This section of the Housing Needs Assessment summarizes housing characteristics and trends, analyzes 
the housing market from a number of different data sources and perspectives, compares what housing is 
available to what residents can afford, summarizes what units are defined as affordable by the state, and 
establishes the context for identifying priority housing needs. 
 
In general, limited housing production and high demand, reflected in zero percent vacancy rates, have 
been driving up the costs of housing leading to wider affordability gaps as well as increasing cost burdens. 
 
1. Housing Growth ς Higher recent past and future housing growth than total population growth  
As shown in Table III-13, from a total of 9,700 housing units that were counted as part of the 2010 census, 
approximately half (4,535 units or 46.8%) predate World War II, and a total of 7,300 units or three-
quarters of the units were constructed prior to 1960. This clearly identifies Milton as one of the older 
suburbs of Boston with most of its development occurring during the earlier part of the 20th century.  This 
older housing may be in need of repairs, remodeling, or lead paint removal.  This early housing 
development is significantly higher than countywide levels where 28.9% of all units were built prior to 
1939 with an additional 21.2% between 1940 and 1960. 
 
Since the early 1960s, housing development fell off considerably with the total number of units built per 
decade ranging from a low of 259 in the 1990s to a high of 607 in the 1960s.  Between 2000 and 2010, a 
total of 539 housing units were built, representing 5.6% of the housing stock and higher than the 3.6% 
population growth during the same period.    
 
The 2017 census estimates suggest a substantial decrease in the total number of housing units, down to 
9,377 units, which is surprising and questionable. It is likely that few if any units have been lost since 2010, 
especially given permit activity summarized in Table III-14.  
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Table III-13:  Year Structure Built, 2010 

Years # % 
2000 to 2010 539 5.6 

1990 to 1999 259 2.7 

1980 to 1989 421 4.3 

1970 to 1979 574 5.9 

1960 to 1969 607 6.3 

1940 to 1959 2,765 28.5 

1939 or earlier 4,535 46.8 

Total 9,700 100.0 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 

 
Table III-14 presents housing growth since 2010 and indicates that 177 units have been permitted through 
August 21, 2019.  Most of these units were mostly single-family homes but the units at Woodmere and 
the Milton Hill House at 50 Eliot Street were also included, both developments including affordable units.  
Of the 177 total units, 11 involved the demolition and replacement of units for a total of 164 net new 
units.  Consequently, teardown activity, replacing more affordable homes in the private housing market 
with larger more expensive ones, is still relatively limited in Milton compared to 40% of all new single-
family homes in Hingham and more than 90% in Needham for example.  Table III-14 also shows the 
estimated cost of this new development with average costs per year varying considerably but averaging 
almost $434,000 over this period. However, it would be over $500,000 if the analysis focused solely on 
single-family homes. 
 

Table III-14: Building Permit Activity, 2010 to August 21, 2019 

 

Year 

 

New 

Units 

Demo/ 

Replacement 

Units 

 

Net New 

Units 

 

Estimated Cost 

 

Average 

Cost/Unit 

2010 5 0 5 $2,367,000 $473,400 

2011 4 0 4 $1,034,000 + 

$1,238,000 

$344,66715 

2012 12 1 11 $3,281,870 $273,489 

2013 6 

27 (50 

Eliot St.) 

0 6 

27 

$4,148,516 

$5,110,868 

$639,103 

$189,291 

2014 19 2 17 $8,895,723 $468,196 

2015 8 1 7 $7,346,784 $918,348 

2016 36 3 33 $14,086,952 $391,304 

2017 22 4 18 $9,897,079 $449,867 

Subtotal 139 11 128 $57,407,637 $413,005 

2018 23 2 21 $12,807,760 $556,859 

As of  

8-21-19 

15 0 15 $6,566,693 $437,780 

Subtotal 38 2 36 $19,374,453 $509,854 

                                                 
15 One of the four units was estimated to cost $1,238,000 which was not included in the average as it would have 
significantly skewed results. 
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Total 177 13 164 $76,782,090 $433,797 

 Source:  Milton Building Department; Karen Sunnarborg Consulting 
 

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) projections suggest continued housing growth to as many as 
ммΣлнф ǳƴƛǘǎ ōȅ нлол ǳƴŘŜǊ ƛǘǎ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ ммΣофт ǳƴƛǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ά{ǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ wŜƎƛƻƴέ 
figures.  This represents significant future housing growth of 13.7% and 17.5% between 2010 and 2030, 
respectively, higher than the projected population growth of 2.9% and 6.3%, respectively, under the two 
scenarios.  !ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ tƭŀƴΣ ǎǳŎƘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ά{ǘŀǘǳǎ vǳƻέ 
analysis, appears to greatly overestimate future growth.  Based on the permitting activity above and the 
9,700-unit count in the 2010 census, it is hard to believe that more than 10,000 units will be built by 
2020 and 11,000 units by 2030 would be remarkable given prior housing growth rates of less than 6% 
per decade since 1970. 
 
2. Housing Occupancy ς Continuing high level of owner-occupancy  
As shown in Table III-15, Milton had 9,700 total units based on 2010 census data, including 9,274 occupied 
units and 9,641 year-round units.16 Of these, 7,644 or 82.4% were owner-occupied while the remaining 
1,630 or 17.6%, were rental units.  This level of owner-occupancy was substantially higher than the county 
and state at 69.2% and 62.3%, respectively.  However, about two-thirds of the growth in occupied housing 
units involved rentals between 2000 through 2010, despite the high level of town-wide owner-occupancy.   
 
As noted above, the 2017 census estimates suggest a decrease in the total number of housing units, from 
9,700 in 2010 to 9,377, which did not occur as documented by building permit data. Of these, 95.7% were 
shown as occupied with a similar split in tenure as 2010 with a net loss of 243 owner-occupied units and 
61 rental units during this period.  It is also interesting to note that the average household size of the 
owner-occupied units increased from 2.89 persons in 2010 to 3.05 persons in 2017, reflective of the 
growing size of households and families included in the 2017 demographic data.   On the other hand, the 
average household size of renters decreased from 2.08 to 2.01 persons.  
 
The 2010 census counted 4.4% or 426 units as vacant, up from 1.5% and 179 units in 2000.  The 2017 
census estimates show a continuing level of 4.4%.   
 

Table III-15: Housing Occupancy, 1990-2017 

Occupancy 
Characteristics 

1990 2000 2010 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
Total Units 9,003 100.0 9,161 100.0 9,700 100.0 9,377 100.0 

Occupied Units * 8,749 97.2 8,982 98.5 9,274 95.6 8,970 95.7 

Total Vacant Units * 254 2.8 179 1.5 426 4.4 407 4.4 

Owner-Occ. Units ** 7,219 82.5 7,554 84.1 7,644 82.4 7,401 82.5 

Renter-Occ. Units ** 1,530 17.5 1,428 15.9 1,630 17.6 1,569 17.5 

Ave. Household Size of  
Owner-Occupied/ 
Renter Unit 

 
2.98/2.25 persons 
 

 
2.92/2.09 persons 
 

 
2.89/2.08 persons 

 
3.05/2.01 persons 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2000 and 2010 and American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates 
 2013-2017. * Percentage of total housing units ** Percentage of occupied housing units 

 

                                                 
16 Year-round units that are used as the basis for the 10% Chapter 40B affordability goal and annual housing 
production goals and are calculated by subtracting seasonal, occasional or recreational units from total housing units 
in the decennial census.  
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As indicated in Table III-16, the homeowner vacancy rate was 1.1% and the rental vacancy rate was 5.9% 
in 2010, up only slightly from 2000 and still well below state and national levels. The 2017 census 
estimates indicate still lower vacancy rates to 0.4% for ownership and zero for rentals that do not even 
take normal housing turnover into consideration.  Such vacancy rates consequently demonstrate 
extremely tight market conditions.   
  

  Table III-16:  Vacancy Rates by Tenure, 2010 and 2017 

Tenure Milton 
2010 

Milton 
2017 

State 
2010 

State 
 2017 

Renter-Occupied 5.9% 0.0% 6.5% 4.0% 

Owner-Occupied 1.1% 0.4% 1.5% 1.1% 

  Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010 and American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates,  
  2013-2017. 

 
3. Types of Units and Structures ς Relatively homogeneous housing stock 
As shown in Table III-17, the 2017 census estimates indicate that three-quarters of the existing housing 
units were in single-family detached structures, significantly higher than the 58.5% level for the county.  
However, census estimates suggest that Milton experienced some loss of these units between 2000 and 
2011, from 7,209 to 6,905 units, and then regained some to 7,020 units by 2017.  
 

Table III-17: Units in Structure, 1990 ς 2017 

Type of  
Structure 

1990 2000 2011 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
1-Unit Detached 6,982 77.5 7,209 78.7 6,905 73.8 7,020 74.9 

1-Unit Attached 178 2.0 179 2.0 241 2.6 309 3.3 

2 to 4 Units 1,412 15.7 1,334 14.6 1,079 11.5 1,125 12.0 

5 to 9 Units 63 0.7 80 0.9 89 1.0 43 0.5 

10 or More Units 304 3.4 351 3.8 1,044 11.2 870 9.3 

Other 64 0.7 8 0.1 0 0.0 10 0.1 

Total 9,003 100.0 9,161 100.0 9,35817 100.0 9,377 100.0 

 Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000 and American Community Survey 2009-2011 and 2013-2017. 
 

Another 309 units were located in single-family attached dwellings, up from 179 in 2000 and 241 in 2011.  
On the other hand, there was a continuing loss of units in two to four-unit structures, from 1,412 units in 
1990 to 1,079 by 2011. The 2017 census estimates indicate some modest increase in these units to 1,125. 
The net decline in these units, however, is reflected in some conversions of units to high-priced 
condominiums and thus eroded some ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ private market housing.  It is 
important to note that small multi-family dwellings tend to provide relatively less costly rental and 
ownership opportunities.  Because lenders typically will count 75% of rental income in their underwriting, 
lower income purchasers can usually qualify. 
 

There was a small gain in the number of units in five to nine-unit structures between 1990 and 2011, once 
again reversed according to 2017 census estimates to 43 units, less than half of the 2011 level. Similarly, 
there was a substantial increase in units in larger multi-family structures with ten or more units from 304 

                                                 
17 The American Community Survey (ACS) involves sampling data and is somewhat off from the actual 2010 census 
counts, in this case counting 9,358 units as opposed to 9,700.  The 2010 ACS figure is actually relatively close to the 
2017 census estimate of 9,377 units.  
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to 1,044 units between 1990 and 2011, increasing to 11.2% of the TƻǿƴΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎΦ  Once again, 
the 2017 census estimates questionably suggest a reversal of this trend, down to 870 units from 1,044 in 
2011.  The census counted eight (8) mobile homes in 2000, none by 2011, and then ten in 2017, although 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘƻƳŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ aƛƭǘƻƴ.  The 2017 reversals of past 
trends are surprising and highly questionable and the proportionate distribution of units in 2011 is likely 
more reliable.   

73.8%

2.6%

11.5%

1.0%
11.2%

Figure III-9:  Units in Structure, 2011

Single-family detached

Single-family attached

Two to four-unit
dwelllings
5 to 9-unit structures

Structures with 10 or
more units

 
The median number of rooms per housing unit was 7.1 in 2017, up from 6.9 rooms in 2011, indicating that 
homes are getting somewhat larger.  This is also likely reflective of some teardown activity of larger more 
expensive homes replacing more modest and affordable ones.  In 2011, 1,364 units or 14.6% of units had 
four rooms or less, decreasing to 1,277 units or 13.6% in 2017.  There were also decreases in larger units 
as those with nine rooms or more declined modestly from 2,226 units or 23.8% of the housing stock in 
2011 to 2,012 and 21.5% in 2017.  This decrease is another surprising outcome given the level of teardown 
activity. 
 
4. Housing Values ς High and rising housing costs for both homeownership and rentals 
The following analysis of the housing market examines values of homeownership and rental housing from 
a number of data sources including: 

 

¶ The 1990, 2000 and 2010 Decennial U.S. Census figures 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ нллф-2011 and 2013-2017 American Community Survey Five-Year 
Estimates 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ²ŀǊǊŜƴ DǊƻǳǇΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǎŀƭŜǎ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƭŜǎ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ōȅ ȅŜŀǊΣ ŦǊƻƳ 1990 through 
May 2019 

¶ Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data 

¶ Internet rental listings (rental housing) 
 
Ownership Costs 
Census data on housing values for owner-occupied units is provided in Table III-18, indicating a median 
house value of $558,700 in 2017 up 154% from the median of $219,600 in 1990 which is much higher than 
the rate of inflation during this period of 42.3%.  Only 150 units were valued below $200,000, up from 104 
units in 2011.  Almost 500 units were valued between $200,000 and $300,000 in 2011, declining to 324 
units in 2017 and still relatively affordable.  
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While the number of units valued between $300,000 and $499,999 decreased from 47.1% to 34.7% of all 
units between 2011 and 2017, those in the $500,000 to $999,999 range increased markedly from 37.4% of 
all owner-occupied units to 51.3%.  The small number of affordable homes is in sharp contrast to the 569 
homes valued at more than $1 million.  This data indicates that the number and percentage of properties 
worth more than $1 million remained about the same in 2011 and 2017, at 7.6%. 
 

Table III-18: Housing Values for Owner-Occupied Properties, 1990 ς 2017 

 
Value 

1990 2000 2011 2017 

# % # % # % # % 
Less than $100,000 136 2.2 55 0.8 104 1.4 107 1.5 

$100,000 to $149,999 429 6.9 254 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

$150,000 to $199,999 1,949 31.2 871 13.1 0 0.0 43 0.6 

$200,000 to $299,999 2,454 39.3 2,505 37.8 491 6.5 324 4.4 

$300,000 to $499,999  
1,282 

 
20.5 

2,132 32.1 3,551 47.1 2,571 34.7 

$500,000 to $999,999 693 10.4 2,819 37.4 3,794 51.3 

$1,000,000 or more 122 1.8 569 7.6 562 7.6 

Total 6,250 100.0 6,632 100.0 7,534 100.0 8,970 100.0 

Median (dollars) $219,600 $285,800 $481,800 $558,700 

  Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000 and American Community Survey 2009-2011 and 2013-2017. 

 
While census data is derived primarily from Assessors information that typically underestimates existing 
values somewhat, The Warren Group tracks more updated market data from Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 
data derived through actual sales.  This historic market information since 2000 through May 2019 is 
summarized in Table III-19. It is also visually presented in Figure III-10 which shows relatively slow and 
steady increases in median housing values for both single-family homes and condos following the 
recession with the exception of the 2019 condo median which is largely based on the very high market 
sales prices at the Woodmere development.  
 
After a decline in market prices in the early 1990s, due largely to an economic slump, the market began to 
revive and rose significantly after 1997 to the height of the market in 2005 with a median single-family 
house price of $475,000. After that housing values were relatively stable for single-family homes despite 
the άbursting of the housing bubbleέ with a median of $450,000 as of the end of 2012. Since then prices 
have risen significantly to $700,000 as of May 2019. 
 
Median prices of condos have been largely lower as shown in Figure III-10, from $515,000 at the height of 
the pre-recession market in 2004, dipping to a low of $330,000 in 2007, and then steadily increasing to 
$547,500 in 2018.   The median as of May 2019 was stunningly high, at $1,027,500, once again reflective 
largely of the high sales prices at the Woodmere development, ranging from $835,000 to $1.25 million.  
 
The numbers of sales in any year has ranged considerably for both single-family homes and condos.  For 
example, sales of single-family homes ranged from high of 365 in 2005 to a low of 232 in 2006, showing 
the effects of the recession.  Market activity fell to 233 sales in 2010, reviving somewhat to 297 in 2012 
and up to 322 sales in 2017.  The number of sales declined somewhat again to 286 in 2018.   
 
Condo sales reached a high of 49 in 2004 but have been down considerably since then to only nine in 2009 
and then to 22 in 2011, 2012 and 2013.  In 2017, sales activity was at its highest since the recession, to 35 
sales, and then fell off again to 22 sales in 2018. 
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Table III-19: Median Sales Prices: 2000 through May 2019 

Year Months Single-family # Single- 
family Sales 

Condos # Condo 
Sales 

2019 Jan ς May  $700,000 83 $1,027,500 8 

2018 Jan ς Dec  685,500 286 547,500 22 

2017 Jan ς Dec  640,000 322 520,000 35 

2016 Jan ς Dec 615,000 309 502,450 32 

2015 Jan ς Dec 565,000 305 419,000 16 

2014 Jan ς Dec  525,000 284 410,000 17 

2013 Jan ς Dec  492,500 308 394,375 22 

2012 Jan ς Dec 450,000 297 372,500 22 

2011 Jan ς Dec 446,500 247 385,000 22 

2010 Jan ς Dec 469,000 233 385,000 20 

2009 Jan ς Dec 440,500 246 350,000 9 

2008 Jan ς Dec 456,000 256 385,000 15 

2007 Jan ς Dec 441,000 265 330,000 24 

2006 Jan ς Dec 466,000 232 400,500 24 

2005 Jan ς Dec  475,000 365 489,000 42 

2004 Jan ς Dec  469,000 349 515,000 49 

2003 Jan ς Dec  441,500 300 385,500 10 

2002 Jan ς Dec 378,500 295 364,000 13 

2001 Jan ς Dec  338,700 314 350,500 10 

2000 Jan ς Dec  330,000 317 289,750 14 

 Source: The Warren Group, July 15, 2019 
 

 
 
Figure III-11 ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ sales data to those of neighboring communities for 2005, near the 
top of the housing market, as well as March of 2013 and May 2019.  aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
highest.  OŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƴƻǘŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇƛƪŜ ƛƴ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǘƻ ϷтллΣллл ŀǎ ƻŦ aŀȅ нлмфΦ  Like Milton, all of 
the 2019 median values from the nearby communities included in this analysis have surpassed the pre-
recession ones, which is not the case in numbers of communities throughout the state.  
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Table III-20 and Figure III-12 summarize sales activity for single-family homes and condos between July 
2018 and June 2019.  There were no sales for less than $200,000, and only three ranging from $200,000 to 
$300,000.  About 40% of sales occurred between $500,000 and $700,000 with half of the units sold above 
this level including about 20% over $1 million. It is interesting to note that there were 15 or 60% of condo 
sales above $800,000 including nine selling for more than $1 million, almost all part of the Woodmere 
development off of Brush Hill Road. Median sales prices were $688,000 and $900,000 for single-family 
homes and condos, respectively, the condo median skewed by the high Woodmere prices.  Figure III-12 
demonstrates the clear shift towards higher market prices and also the increase in sales above $1 million. 
 

Table III-20: Single-family House and Condo Sales, July 2018 through June 2019 

 
Price Range 

Single-family Homes Condominiums Total 

# % # % # % 
Less than $200,000  0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

$200,000-299,999 2 0.7 1 4.0 3 0.9 

$300,000-399,999 5 1.7 1 4.0 6 1.9 

$400,000-499,999 23 7.7 3 12.0 26 8.1 

$500,000-599,999 55 18.5 4 16.0 59 18.3 

$600,000-699,999 67 22.6 1 4.0 68 21.1 

$700,000-799,999 45 15.2 0 0.0 45 14.0 

$800,000-899,999 29 9.8 3 12.0 32 9.9 

$900,000-999,999 16 5.4 3 12.0 19 5.9 

Over $1 million 55 18.5 9 36.0 64 19.9 

Total 297 100.0 25 100.0 322 100.0 

Median Price $688,000 $900,000 -- 

Source: Banker & Tradesman, July 19, 2019 
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As Table III-21 indicates, very few housing units were valued in the more affordable ranges according to 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎΦ  hŦ ǘƘŜ 7,174 single-family homes and 322 condominium units, there were only 11 
properties assessed for less than $200,000 with all four of the condos as part of the Woodmere 
development.  Another 160 of these properties were assessed between $200,000 and $300,000, still 
relatively affordable. While 16% of the units were assessed between $400,000 and $500,000, almost half 
were assessed in the $500,000 to $700,000 range.  Another 27% were assessed above $700,000, including 
976 units or 13% at over a $1 million, demonstratƛƴƎ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ significant luxury housing market.   
 
The median single-family assessment was $621,200 and the condo median was $501,900.  These values 
are lower than those reported by Banker & Tradesman based on actual sales of $700,000 and $547,500 
(for 2018 as the sample size was too small for a reliable median as of May 2019), respectively.  
Assessments are typically lower than actual market values, particularly in rising housing markets. 

 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ŀlso shows significant numbers of small multi-family properties, particularly two-family 
dwellings, with 584 two-families (1,168 units) and 21 three-family residences (63 units).  More than half of 
the two-family properties were assessed between $500,000 and $600,000. Median values for these 
properties were $573,500 and $611,900, respectively.  
 
Additionally, ǘƘŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΥ 
 

¶ 36 properties with multiple homes on the same lot, 75% of which were assessed for more than $1 
million and with a median assessment of $1,615,200.   

¶ 4 properties with four to eight units that ranged in value from $747,000 to $1,076,500.  

¶ 7 properties with more than 8 units that included 50 Eliot Street, Unquity House, Winter Valley 
Residences, and Fuller Village.  These properties ranged in valued from $5,590,000 to 
$25,579,700. 

¶ 27 mixed-use properties with assessments ranging from $421,400 to $14,073,700. 
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Table III-21:  Assessed Values of Residential Properties, FY19 

 

 

Assessment 

Single-Family 

Dwellings 

 

Condominiums  

 

Total Units 

Small Multi -Unit Dwellings 

2-family/3-family 

# % # % # % # % 

$0-$199,000 7 0.1 4 1.2 11 0.1 1/0 0.2/0.0 

$200,000 - 299,000 16 0.2 21 6.5 37 0.5 0/0 0.0/0.0 

$300,000 - 399,000 98 0.4 62 19.3 160 2.1 4/0 0.7/0.0 

$400,000 - 499,000 1,129 15.7 74 23.0 1,203 16.0 51/1 9.1/4.8 

$500,000 - 599,000 1,976 27.5 74 23.0 2,050 27.3 300/8 51.4/38.1 

$600,000 - 699,000 1,486 20.7 28 21.1 1,514 20.2 163/8 27.9/38.1 

$700,000 - 799,000 830 11.6 15 4.7 345 4.6 53/2 9.1/9.5 

$800,000 - 899,000 389 5.4 13 4.0 402 5.4 6/2 1.0/9.5 

$900,000 - 999,000 281 3.9 17 5.3 298 4.0 2/0 0.3/0.0 

Over $1 Million 962 13.4 14 4.3 976 13.0 2/0 0.3/0.0 

Total 7,174 100.0 322 100.0 7,496 100.0 584/21 100.0/100.0 

Source:  Milton Town Assessor 

 
Rental Costs  
Census data on the costs of rental units from 1980 through 2017 is included in Table III-22. These census 
estimates indicate that there were 1,569 occupied rental units in Milton in 2017, and that the median 
gross rental was very high, at $1,520, up considerably from $1,268 in 2011 and $830 in 2000.  The 2017 
gross rent for the county was high but lower, at $1,450, with the state median well below at $1,173. 
 
Only about 14% of the rental units were renting for less than $500 by 2017, surprisingly higher than 10.6% 
in 2011. On the other end of the price range, 46% of the rental units were priced at $1,500 or more 
including 303 or 19% with rents of at least $2,000. 
 
It should be noted that the census data includes subsidized rents and consequently does not totally reflect 
market values. 
 

Table III-22: Rental Costs, 1980-2017 

Gross  
Rent 

1980 1990 2000 2011 2017 

# % # % # % # % # % 
Under $200 202 15.0 160 10.7 58 4.1 33 2.0  

216 
 
13.8 $200-299 332 24.7 94 6.3 33 2.3 102 6.3 

$300-499 569 42.3 233 15.5 152 10.8 38 2.3 

$500-749 101 7.5 417 27.8 310 21.9 172 10.6 221 14.1 

$750-999 321 21.4 270 19.1 269 16.6 

$1,000-1,499  
109 

 
7.3 

382 27.0 393 24.3 252 16.1 

$1,500 or more 66 4.7 557 34.4 722 46.0 

No cash rent 142 10.5 165 11.0 143 10.1 54 3.3 158 10.1 

Total 1,346 100.0 1,499 100.0 1,414 100.0 1,618 100.0 1,569 100.0 

Median rent $321 $646 $830 $1,268 $1,520 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1980, 1990 and 2000 Summary File 3 and American Community Survey 2007-2011 and 
2013-2017. 
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Recent listings of rental units are presented in Table III-23, indicating the high cost of rental housing in 
Milton.  The lowest listings were in two-family homes or a duplex, ranging from $2,151 to $2,350 in July 
2019, much higher than the $1,475 to $1,650 range in 2013.  Houses were listed from $3,750 to $7,500, 
also substantially higher than the 2013 rents of between $1,795 and $3,200.  The Trulia website cited a 
median rent of $2,875. 
 

Table III-23:  Rental Listings, July 2019 

Unit Type # Bedrooms # Baths Square  
Footage 

Rent 

Condo for rent 2 1 956 $2,151 

Two-family 2 1 1,100 $2,300 

Duplex 2 2 1,350 $2,300 

Two-family 2 1 NA $2,350 

Condo 2 2 1,260 $2,590 

Condo 2 2 1,500 $3,300 

     

Multi-family 3 1 NA $2,500 

Multi-family 3 1 1,250 $2,600 

Townhome 3 2.5 3,592 $4,200 

Single-family House 3 3.5 3,400 $4,750 

Single-family House  3 2 1,867 $5,000 

     

Single-family House 4 2.5 2,415 $3,750 

Single-family House 4 3.5 5,583 $7,500 

Sources:  Internet listings in Trulia, Apartments.com, and Zillow, July 16, 2019. 

 
5. Affordability Analysis ς Widening affordability gaps and cost burdens 
Current housing market data tells us that at least 40҈ ƻŦ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ 
income of an estimated $158,250 to afford the median single-family sales price of $700,000 as of May 
2019.  Also, about 28% of households cannot afford the median rent cited on the Internet of $2,875, 
which requires an income of about $68,800. These high housing costs obviously have the most severe 
impact on those on the lowest rungs of the income ladder, but the effects of such high housing prices have 
spread well into the middle class.  Clearly if you do not already own a home or are not affluent, you will be 
hard-pressed to purchase a home in Milton. 
 
Affordability Gaps 
! ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊƻǳƎƘ ǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǳƳō ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƛŦ ƛǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƴƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нΦр ǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōǳȅŜǊΩǎ 
household income. By this measure, the median income earning household could afford a house of 
approximately $315,000, approximately half the median house price of $700,000.  This implies that the 
ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦŀŎŜŘ ŀƴ άŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƎŀǇέ ƻŦ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ Ϸ385,000.    
 
Additionally, housing prices have risen faster than incomes making housing much less affordable as 
demonstrated in Figure III-13.  As time went by, the gap between median household income and the 
median single-family house price widened considerably from median income being 40.6% of the median 
house price in 1979 to 20% in 2017.  Another way of analyzing this figure is that the gap between income 
and house value was only $36,223 in 1979 but increased to $514,000 by 2017.  The gap would be much 
greater if more recent market prices were taken into consideration with a median single-family house 
price of $700,000 as of May 2019. 
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Figure III-13 also compares the median single-family sales prices to two different affordable prices.  One 
set of affordable prices is based on what a median-income earning household can afford and the other is 
based on the 80% AMI limit for a household of three, the average Milton household size.18  The affordable 
price for the median-income earning household was close to the median market price in 1979 and 
between 2000 and 2011 but has diverged since then.  The affordable price, based on the 80% AMI limit, is 
considerably lower than the median market price however, and shows a widening affordability gap.  It 
should be noted that these prices are higher than what would be allowed under the ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ Local Initiative 
Program (LIP) which bases affordable purchase prices on the 70% AMI limit to offer a window for 
marketing purposes.  

 

 
 

! ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ άŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƎŀǇέ, typically defined as 
the difference between the cost of housing and the proportion of income that is reasonable to pay for it, 
generally using I¦5Ωǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 30% of gross income as this affordability threshold.  To afford the 
median sales price of a single-family home in Milton of $700,000 as of May 2019, a household would have 
to earn approximately $158,250, much higher than the required income of $96,250 in 2013.19 This 
assumes that the purchaser has cash on hand of about $150,000 to afford the upfront costs of the down 
payment and closing costs based on typical mortgage lending practices of 80% financing. 
 
The borrowing power of the median income earning household, with an income of $126,000 based on the 
latest 2017 census estimates, is about $557,400, significantly lower than the median house value of 
$700,000.  Consequently, there was an affordability gap of $142,600, the difference between what the 
median income earning household can afford ($557,400) and the median single-family house price 
($700,000).  The high upfront cash requirements effectively widen this gap, particularly for those who do 
not have equity in a previous home, substantial savings, or a major gift.   
 

                                                 
18 Figures based on 80% financing, 30-year term, interest rates and property tax rates at the time, and insurance costs of $6 per 

thousand. Given 80% financing, private mortgage insurance (PMI) was not included in calculations. Figures also assume that a 
household will pay no more than 30% of its income on housing costs.  
19 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%, 30-year term, annual property tax rate of $13.18 per thousand, insurance 
costs of $6 per thousand. Given 80% financing, private mortgage insurance (PMI) was not included in calculations. Figures also 
assume that a household will pay no more than 30% of its income on housing costs. 
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A gap of $387,000 emerges when the affordability analysis focuses on those low- and moderate-income 
households earning at the 80% of area median income limit, or $80,300 for a family of three based on 
HUD 2019 income limits.20 These households are unable to afford a house costing more than $313,000 
assuming they can qualify for subsidized mortgages like the ONE Mortgage Program or a MassHousing 
mortgage without private mortgage insurance and at least 95% financing.  The gap increases to almost 
$700,000 for a single-person household earning at the 80% AMI limit of $62,450 who could likely afford 
a home for no more than $243,500. 
 
In regard to rentals, the median gross median rent of $1,520, according to the 2017 census estimates, 
requires an income of about $68,800,21 ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ I¦5Ωǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ-person 
households earning at 80% of area median income ($80,300) but substantially more than the median 
income for renter households of $51,161.   About 28% of Milton households would still be unable to afford 
to rent at this level, assuming they were spending no more than 30% of their income on housing costs.   
 
Local listings indicate that market rents are actually considerably higher, ranging from $2,151 for a basic 
two-bedroom apartment to $7,500 for a high-end rental of a single-family house. Internet sources indicate 
a median rent of $2,875 which would require an income of approximately $123,000, not much less than 
aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ϷмнсΣллл ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ  Consequently, there is no affordability gap.   
 
Focusing on low- and moderate-income earning households with a median income of $80,300 for a 
household of three, the rental affordability gap would be $675 based on the difference between what 
they could afford of approximately $2,200 and the internet listed median of $2,875. The gap increases to 
$1,115 for a single-person household earning at the 80% AMI limit of $62,450 who could afford a rent of 
about $1,760.22 
 
It should also be noted that rentals also involve considerable up-front cash requirements including 
potentially first and last ƳƻƴǘƘΩǎ rent and a security deposit. On the $2,875 apartment, this would amount 
to $8,625, a considerable amount for those with limited income and savings.  Moreover, landlords are 

increasingly requiring credit records and references for tenants, 
which also can pose barriers to securing housing. 
 
Cost Burdens 
Another way to analyze affordability is to see how many 
households are paying too much for their housing, which is 
ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ол҈ ƻŦ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ 
income on housing expenses whether towards homeownership 
or rental.  The 2017 census estimates indicated that 393 
households or 5.3% of Milton homeowners were paying 
between 30% and 35% of their income for housing (mortgage, 
utilities, taxes, homeowners association fees, and insurance) and 
another 1,471 homeowners or 20% of all homeowners were 
paying 35% and higher.  In regard to renters, 96 renters or 6.1% 
were spending between 30% and 34% of their income on 

                                                 
20 The average household size was 2.86 persons based on 2017 census estimates.  
21 Assumes monthly utility charges of $200.00. 
22 Rental calculations include a household not spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs, including 
monthly utility bills averaging $200.00.  

Findings generally point to 
small increases in cost burdens 
over the past few years, 
especially for lower income 
residents and renters, including 
some increases for lower 
income owners as well.  
Significant numbers of cost 
burdened seniors and single 
individuals also suggest a need 
for smaller affordable rental 
units. 
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housing and another 644 or 41% of renting households were allocating 35% or more of their income for 
housing. This data suggests that 2,604 households, or 29% of all households, were overspending on their 
housing, also referred to as having cost burdens.  This is up from the 2,466 households, or 26.6% of all 
Milton households with cost burdens in 2011. 

 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) also provides data on these housing cost 
burdens by tenure, income level and type of household.  Table III-24 summarizes this information for 2015 
όǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜύΦ  ¢ƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ {urvey 
Five-Year Estimates for 2011-2015. They also reflect the high costs of housing in Milton, whether for 
ownership or rentals, that make it extremely challenging to afford to live in the community.   
 

Altogether 2,743 households or 30% of all Milton households were living in housing that is by common 
definition beyond their means and unaffordable. 

 
Total Households 

¶ Of those Milton households with cost burdens, 1,286 or 14% had severe cost burdens as they 
were spending more than half of their income on housing costs.  These figures are down 
somewhat from 2009 with 33% and 14.6% levels of cost burdens and severe cost burdens, 
respectively.  

¶ There were 2,720 total households earning at or below 80% of median family income (MFI),23 
who might be eligible for housing assistance based on income alone, higher than 2,365 such 
households in 2009.   

¶ Of the households earning at or below 80% MFI, 1,928 or 71% were spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing and of these 1,185 or 44% were spending more than 50% of their 
income on housing, compared to 68% and 45% with cost burdens and severe cost burdens in 
2009, respectively. 

¶ Of the 6,354 households earning more than 80% Median Family Income (MFI), 815 or 13% were 
spending too much on their housing as well, down from 6,720 and 20% in 2009.   

¶ Of the 919 households earning at or below 30% MFI, 689 or 75% were spending too much on their 
housing with 565 or 62% spending more than half of their income on housing costs.  This is up 
from 885 households extremely low-income households in 2009 but with a higher level of 78.5% 
with severe cost burdens in 2009. Many households in this income range without cost burdens 
were likely living in subsidized units. 

¶ This data also indicates that between 2009 and 2015 there was an increase of 418 renter 
households compared to an increase of 435 owner households.  
 

Renter Households 

¶ Of the 1,219 renter households earning at or below 80% MFI, 784 or 64% were spending too 
much on their housing including 435 or 36% who were spending more than half of their income 
on housing expenses. These figures are largely higher than those for 2009 with 925 households 
with incomes at or below 80% MFI, 607 or 66% with cost burdens, and 364 or 39% with severe 
cost burdens.  

¶ There were 494 renter households earning at or below 30% MFI which were experiencing cost 
burdens with 190 or 38.5% having severe cost burdens.  This is higher than the 360 households in 

                                                 
23 Median Family Income (MFI) is used in this report but is the equivalent of Area Median Income (AMI) used 
throughout this Plan. 



Milton Housing Production Plan 45 

this income category in 2009 but at that time 280 or 78% had severe cost burdens. Of particular 
concern are the 190 seniors with severe cost burdens based on the 2015 figures.   

¶ Of the 625 renter households earning between 30% and 80% MFI, 490 or 78% were overspending 
including 225 or 36% with severe cost burdens, up from 57% and 15% in 2009, respectively.  There 
are significant unmet needs of seniors as well as small families in this income range. 

¶ It can largely be assumed that many of the 435 renter households earning below the 80% MFI 
level and without cost burdens were living in subsidized housing or doubled up with friends or 
family given the high costs of rentals in Milton. 

¶ About two-thirds or 520 of the 780 elderly renter households earning less than 80% MFI were 
overspending on their housing, including 255 or 33% with severe cost burdens.  Many of those 
ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ нсл ǎŜƴƛƻǊǎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ōŜƭƻǿ ул҈ aCL ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ƻǾŜǊǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ 
subsidized housing reserved for seniors or other subsidized developments.  These figures also 
suggest increased cost burdens from 2009 data when 62% of the 495 seniors in this income range 
were experiencing cost burdens, only 2% with severe cost burdens.   

¶ Of the 284 small families (2 to 4 household members) who had incomes lower than 80% MFI, 204 
or 72% were paying too much for their housing.  Of particular concern are the 150 households 
earning between 30% and 50% MFI with severe cost burdens.  It is likely that those without cost 
burdens were living in affordable housing.  This is also up considerably from 100 or 53% of the 190 
small family renter households with cost burdens in 2009. 

¶ There were no large families (5 or more members) with incomes below 50% MFI, but 30 of the 50 
households earning between 50% and 80% MFI had cost burdens. There were only 35 such 
households earning at or below 80% MFI in 2009, all with incomes between 30% and 50% MFI and 
including 29 with cost burdens.   

¶ There were also 105 non-elderly, non-family households (single individuals) earning at or below 
80% MFI, of which 30 were overspending on their housing, all with severe cost burdens.  This is 
down from 200 such households in 2009, 55% with severe cost burdens. 

 
Owner Households 

¶ Of the 7,104 owner households, 1,905 or 27% were 
overspending on their housing including 847 or 12% 
with severe cost burdens. This included 750 
households earning at or below 80% MFI with severe 
cost burdens.  These levels are down a bit from 2009 
when 30% of the 7,575 owner households were 
overspending including a comparable 12% with 
severe cost burdens.  

¶ Of the 1,495 owner households earning at or below 
80% MFI, 1,144 or 76.5% were spending too much and 
750 or half were spending more than 50% of their 
earnings on housing costs.  These levels of cost 
burdens are up from 2009, from 70% and 48%, 
respectively.  

¶ There were 855 elderly owners with incomes at or 
below 80% MFI (57% of all owner households in this 
income range), down from 985 in 2009. In 2015, 610 
of these households or 71% were overspending, 
including 390 or 46% with severe cost burdens.  These 

These high levels of cost 
burdens among low-income 
elderly owners likely point to a 
situation where long-term 
senior residents, who are 
retired and living on fixed 
incomes, are experiencing 
challenges affording the high 
housing costs in Milton, 
including rising energy, 
insurance costs, and property 
taxes. Many of these owners 
are empty nesters living in 
single-family homes that cost 
too much to maintain and have 
more space than they require 
at this stage of their lives. 
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levels of cost burdens are up from 60% and 39%, respectively, in 2009.  

¶ Of the 410 small family households earning at or below 80% MFI, 345 or 84% were spending too 
much, including 215 or 52% with severe cost burdens.  The numbers of households in this income 
range was lower in 2009, at 230 households, and the percentage with cost burdens was also a bit 
lower at 83% with a higher proportion of those with severe cost burdens at 72%.  

¶ There were only 165 large families earning less than 80% MFI, of which 95 or 58% had severe cost 
burdens.  This represents a slight increase from 80 such large households in 2009, 60 or 75% with 
severe cost burdens. 

¶ There were also 65 non-elderly, non-family owner households earning at or below 80% MFI of 
which 50 or 77% were spending too much for their housing, all with severe cost burdens. The 2009 
data also shows more than double such households in this category, 145, including 90 or 62% with 
severe cost burdens. 
 

Table III-24:  Cost Burdens, 2015 

Source: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), SOCDS CHAS Data, American Community Survey, 
2011-2015 Five-Year Estimates. Note: Median Family Income (MFI), used in this report, is the equivalent of Area Median 
Income (AMI).*First number is total number of households in each category/second is the number of households paying 
between 30% and 50% of their income on housing ς and third number includes those that are paying more than half of 
their income on housing expenses (with severe cost burdens).  Small families have two to four family members while 
ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΣ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƴƻƴ-elderly 
and non-family households, basically single individuals. 

 

Foreclosures  
Another indicator of housing affordability involves the ability to keep up with the ongoing costs of housing 
which some residents have found challenging since the recession about a decade ago. This recession 
forced some Milton homeowners to confront the possibility of losing their home through foreclosure as 
shown in Table III-25.  
 
A total of 11 homeowners have in fact lost their homes to foreclosure auctions since 2010 with more than 
another hundred possibly facing foreclosure through petitions filed to foreclose. There were relatively few 
actual auctions relating to the resolution of problems. While there were no foreclosures prior to 2010, the 
highest level of foreclosures occurred in 2016.  The jump in recent foreclosure activity is reputed to relate 

 
Type of Household 
By Tenure 

Households 
Earning <30% 
MFI/# with 
cost burdens 
*  

Households 
Earning >  
30% to < 50% 
MFI/ # with 
cost burdens 
*  

Households 
Earning >  
50% to < 80% 
MFI/# with 
cost burdens 
*  

Households 
Earning 
> 80% and < 
100% MFI 
/# with cost 
burdens * 

Households 
Earning 
> 100% MFI/ 
# with cost 
burdens * 

 
 
Total 
 

Elderly Renters 460/80-190 225/145-50 95/40-15 29/0-4 160/0-0 969/265-259 

Small Family Renters 4/4-0 160/0-150 120/50-0 30/20-0 275/0-0 589/74-150 

Large Family Renters 0/0-0 0/0-0 50/30-0 10/0-0 20/20-0 80/50-0 

Other Renters 30/0-20 45/0-0 30/0-10 35/10-0 150/0-0 290/10-30 

Total Renters 494/84-210 430/145-200 295/120-25 104/30-4 605/20-0 1,928/399-439 

Elderly Owners 290/30-235 270/110-110 295/80-45 195/39-8 930/65-15 1,980/324-413 

Small Family Owners 110/10-95 95/25-60 205/95-60 110/55-40 3,300/345-4 3,820/530-259 

Large Family Owners 15/0-15 40/4-10 110/40-70 10/0-0 740/100-15 915/144-110 

Other Owners 10/0-10 20/0-20 35/0-20 30/0-15 330/60-0 425/60-65 

Total Owners 425/40-355 425/139-200 645/215-195 345/94-63 5,300/570-34 7,140/1,058-847 

Total 919/124-565 855/284-400 940/335-220 449/124-67 5,905/590-34 9,068/1,457-1,286 
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to a backlog of cases that had been on hold pending court cases and the need to clarify new regulations.  
This is the case in many communities across the state. 
 

Table III-25:  Foreclosure Activity, 2008 through 2018 

Year Petitions to Foreclose Foreclosure 
Auctions 

Total  

1/1/19-6/30/19 6 0 6 

2018 17 0 17 

2017 13 0 13 

2016 28 0 28 

2015 10 0 10 

2014 7 0 7 

2013 5 1 6 

2012 14 1 15 

2011 10 6 16 

2010 12 3 15 

2009 0 0 0 

2008 0 0 0 

2007 0 0 0 

Total 122 11 133 

Source:  The Warren Group, July 21, 2019. 

 

 

C. Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) 
The Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) is the official list of units, by municipality, that the state counts 
ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ мл҈ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘy goal as prescribed by Chapter 40B comprehensive 
permit law. To be counted as affordable under Chapter 40B, housing must be dedicated to long-term 
occupancy of income-eligible households through affordability restrictions.  Table III-26 presents the 
income limits for the affordable units based on the 2019 HUD guidelines for the Boston area, including the 
town of Milton, directed to those earning at or below 80% of area median income adjusted by household 
size. 

Table III-26: 2019 Income Limits for Boston PMSA 
Based on 80% of Area Median Income 

Number of Persons in Household Income Limit 
1 $62,450 

2 $71,400 

3 $80,300 

4 $89,200 

5 $96,350 

6 $103,500 

7 $110,650 

8 $117,750 

 Source:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
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1. Current Inventory ς About half-way to the 10% affordability goal  
Milton has 479 or 4.97% of its 9,641 year-round housing units included in its Subsidized Housing Inventory 
(SHI), up from 426 units or 4.42% in 2013 and 380 units in 2004.  These units are listed in Table III-27.  Of 
the 479 SHI units, 52 are public housing units, 388 are privately owned, and 39 involve units in group 
homes supported by the state Department of Developmental Services (DDS) or Department Mental Health 

(DMH).  Almost all of the SHI units involve rentals with the 
exception of two affordable units at The Residence at Brook Hill 
and four at Woodmere at Brush Hill.  None of the SHI units 
involved Chapter 40B comprehensive permits. 

The Milton Housing Authority (MHA) owns and manages 51 
units of public housing, 39 for the elderly and disabled and 
twelve (12) for families.  Demand for the TƻǿƴΩǎ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ 
housing is very strong, particularly for the family units.  
According to the Milton Housing Authority, the number of 

applicants on the senior/disabled waiting list is 251 that includes 123 local applicants. The waiting time 
is ambiguous as the Milton Housing Authority averages only two or three vacancies per year at the 

senior/disabled complex. Thirteen 
and a half percent (13.5%) of 
senior housing must house young 
(under 60) disabled applicants. 
The Milton Housing Authority has 
met this percentage and therefore 
the wait time for these applicants 
on this list is longer.   

The number of applicants on the 
family list is 500.  Of that 
number, 62 are local families. 
There has not been a vacancy in 
the family units in six years! The 
Milton Housing Authority has two 
handicapped accessible units at 

the senior/disabled housing complex. The wait for one of these units is approximately five years.   

It should also be mentioned that MHA owns and manages two group homes with a total of 11 units/beds, 
however, support services to the special needs residents are provided by other entities. 
 

All of the privately-owned 
subsidized housing is for the 
elderly.  In total, 91% of the 
¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ 
the elderly, 4% is for families, 
and about 5% is for people with 
special needs. 

MHA's Miller Avenue 
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The Housing Authority has also been administering 144 Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers and 
three vouchers from the Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program (MRVP).  These rental vouchers 
enable income-eligible households to find housing in the private market with the voucher 
subsidizing the difference between a Fair Market Rent (FMR) 
ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ24  Voucher 
holders have been finding it challenging to find units in Milton 
as spikes in rental costs have resulted in fewer participants 
being able to live in Milton with only 12 of the voucher holders 
leasing units in Milton. The Milton Housing Authority is now 
also administering six Veteran Administration Subsidized 
Housing (VASH) vouchers.  

Much of the privately owned housing is run by the Milton 
Residences for the Elderly (MRE). Milton Residences for the Elderly, Inc. (MRE) is a private not for profit 
ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǎ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ aw9Ωǎ 
first development, Unquity House Corporation, includes 139 units of affordable senior housing 
consisting of 99 one-bedroom apartments with approximately a two-year current wait time; and 40 
studio apartments with approximately a 1-year to 1.5-year wait times.   While the affordability of these 
units was due to expire, it was extended until at least 2030 through project-based subsidies through the 
RAD Project (Rental Assistance Demonstration Project).   

MRE also owns and manages Winter Valley Residences, Inc., which has 160 affordable units of housing 
for seniors and the physically disabled. There is a mix of assisted living, one-bedroom, two-bedroom, 

and efficiency units, of which 132 units are subsidized under the 
HUD Section 202 Program. The other 28 units are considered 
market. Depending on the type of unit, the wait is currently 
between two and four years.  The affordability of these units, 
while due to expire in 2020, has also been extended through 
refinancing. 

Both communities provide a full activities program, a 
hairdresser, laundry facility and a library on the property.  

Transportation is provided for van trips and MRE offers car 
service to residents for their personal local appointments.  

 
The Fuller Village development has 321 units, including 80 units that are counted as part of the SHI.  It is 
divided into two neighborhoods, Blue Hill and Brush Hill, with most units involving a life lease purchase 
and monthly service fees.  The market rate prices for Fuller Village were priced significantly lower than 
market comparables with units starting at $250,000 for an apartment-style unit.  The most expensive 
two-bedroom unit is priced at $355,000 with a monthly maintenance fee of $1,490.  The affordable 
units range from $206,000 to $296,000 depending on square footage and location.  Fees are from 
$1,080 to $1,385.  Fuller Village has maintained its affordable prices since June 2017 and does not 
intend on raising them.   

                                                 
24 The 2019 Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for the Boston metropolitan area by unit size include: efficiency = $1,608, one-
bedroom = $1,801; two-bedroom = $2,194, three-bedroom = $2,749, four-bedroom = $2,966.  
 

MRE's Winter Valley Development 

MRE's Unquity House  
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There are 63 applicants on the wait list 
for the affordable units and 97 waiting 
for market rate units.  Since there are 
far fewer affordable units, the wait 
times for these units are longer.   
 
The development has 13 handicapped 
accessible residences, one for the 
hearing impaired, and an additional 27 
units that are partially accessible. 
 

 
 

  
Table III-27Υ  aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ {ǳōǎƛŘƛȊŜŘ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ό{ILύ, May 2013/ July 2019 

 
Project Name 

# SHI  
Units 

Project Type/ 
Subsidizing Agency 

Use of   
40B 

Affordability 
Expiration Date 

65 Miller Avenue* 40 Rental ς elderly disabled/DHCD No  Perpetuity 

121 Central Avenue** 8 Rental ς special needs/DHCD No  Perpetuity 

753 Blue Hill Avenue** 2/6 Rental ς special needs/DHCD No  Perpetuity 

Eliot Street* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No Perpetuity 

Central Avenue* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No  Perpetuity 

Lothrop Avenue* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No  Perpetuity 

Brook Road* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No Perpetuity 

Blue Hill Avenue* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No Perpetuity 

Tucker Street* 2 Rental ς families/DHCD No Perpetuity 

Unquity House 139 Rental ς elderly/MassHousing No 2014 

Winter Valley Housing 129 Rental ς elderly/HUD No 2020 

Winter Valley Phase II 32 Rental ς elderly/HUD No 2031 

Fuller Village Phase II 33/82 Rental -- elderly/DHCD No Perpetuity 

DDS Group Homes  20/18 Special Needs Rental/DDS No NA 

DMH Group Homes  7 Special Needs Rental/DMH No NA 

The Residence at Brook Hill 2 Ownership ς DHCD  No Perpetuity 

Woodmere at Brush Hill 4 Ownership ς DHCD  No Perpetuity 

TOTAL 426/479 434 rentals, 39 special needs  
rentals, and 6 ownership 

No 40B  
units 

 

Source:  Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development, May 22, 2013/July 22, 2019 
 * Milton Housing Authority units.  ** Group homes that are owned and managed by MHA but services are 

provided to residents by outside vendors. 

 
Figure III-мп ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ aƛƭǘƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ мл҈ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ пл. ǘƻ ƛǘǎ 
neighbors.  While none of the communities had reached 10% in 2004, Canton, Dedham and Randolph had 
surpassed the 10% threshold by May 2013. By September 2017 (the latest state report available), all of the 
communities had surpassed the 10% affordability level with the exception of Braintree at 9.7%, Norwood 
at 8.3% and Milton at 5.0%. 
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It should be noted that when the 2010 census results were released, the year-round housing totals 
increased for all communities, reducing the level of SHI units somewhat.  For example, the year-round 
housing unit total increased from 9,142 units to 9,641 in the case of Milton.  When the 2020 census 
figures become available, the year-round figure will change once again, likely still not surpassing 10,000 
units. 
 
It should also be noted that there are a number of developments where affordability restrictions are due 
to expire that would remove them from the SHI.  These include Unquity House that received an extension 
of the Section 8 subsides through 2029 and the Winter Valley projects with an expiration date in 2029 for 
phase 1 and 2020 for phase II.  Because these developments are sponsored by a mission-led organization 
to promote affordable housing for seniors, it is likely that the owner will work to extend the affordability 
provisions.  Nevertheless, the Town should still monitor these developments and intervene if necessary, to 
ensure the appropriate extensions of affordability.   
 
2. Potential Projects 
There are a number of housing-related initiatives that are in various stages of planning and development 
including the following: 

 
¶ 131 Eliot Street 

Connelly Construction Company is redeveloping the old Hendries Ice Cream property at 131 
Eliot Street, demolishing the former building and constructing a five-story building on Central 
Avenue and a lower adjoining building on Eliot Street next to an MBTA train stop. The 
development will include 38 condominiums, four of which will be affordable, as well as 3,800 
square feet of retail space.  The property was permitted through a special permit and site plan 
approval.  Construction has been delayed for well more than a year due to environmental 
issues. 
 

¶ Town Farm  
The Governor Stoughton Trust manages the Town Farm and is entrusted in ensuring that the 
restrictions on the deed are upheld, particularly the need to dedicate the property to serving the 


